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Alaska Natives Issues

1.0 Introduction

Indigenous people of Alaska (Alaska Natives) have long utilized fishery resources. Of the more than 200

communities with federally recognized tribal governments in Alaska, a significant majority located in coastal

areas or along river systems that support anadromous fish . Subsistence resources, such as marine mammals

and seabirds, depend on marine and anadromous fish to some degree. The subsistence harvest and distribution

of fish that spend part or all of their time in the ocean has occurred since people has been present in Alaska.

Salmon is an important anadromous subsistence resource for Alaska Natives. However, the continuing

interception (incidental bycatch) of salmon originating in western Alaska river systems by domestic salmon

fisheries targeting other salmon stocks continues to be an issue today. 

Alaska Native commercial fishing activities began soon after contact with the Russians and later with  the

Americans.  This includes owning fishing vessels and harvesting and processing fish. The Native issue of the

direct interception of Pacific salmon that originate in western Alaska river systems by foreign fleets on the

high seas was addressed  at the highest levels of government and resulted in multi-level agreements and

treaties with foreign nations. Such bycatch is a concern due to recent poor returns of maturing salmon to the

western Alaska river systems. This has resulted in declarations of severe economic disaster declarations and

severe restrictions on subsistence harvests. 

Alaska Native participation in commercial fishing was further influenced by the establishment of the North

Pacific Fishery Management Council’s (NPFM C) Community Development Quota (CDQ) Program for

commercial offshore fisheries in the Bering Sea.  The CDQ program established six regional non-profit

Alaska Native fishing corporations, representing 65 coastal area villages.  These CDQ corporations were

given a share of the commercial fishing harvest quota for a number of commercial fish species, thus creating

the opportunity for western Alaska communities to enter the fisheries and reap the social and economic

benefits of those fisheries.

The impact of the salmon bycatch on Native subsistence harvest is thought to be minimal, but remains an

issue. It is being addressed by the Aleutian Board of Fisheries, rather than the NPFM C, since NOAA Fisheries

has little direct involvement in management of the salmon fisheries in Alaska, with the exception being in

southeast Alaska. 

The NPFMC recognizes the importance of fishery resources to Alaska Natives and has included Natives on

both its Advisory Panel (AP) and the NPFMC itself.  Through these representatives the concerns of CDQ

groups, other Native fishermen, Native communities, and subsistence harvesters are raised during the fishery

management decision-making process. Fishery management measures or fishery management plans (FMP)

adopted by the NPFMC, as guided by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of

1976 (MSA) (Public Law 94-256), directly or indirectly address issues of Alaska Native concern, such as use

of CDQ revenue, salmon bycatch, and protection of Steller sea lions, which are subject to subsistence harvest.

Fishery management must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. NEPA

requires that potential effects of fishery management actions on the human environment including Alaska

Natives be analyzed and, to the extent practicable, mitigated. This includes effects on subsistence, CDQ
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groups, non-CDQ Native fishermen, and fishing communities with Native populations. As part of the NEPA

process, Executive Order (EO) 12898 (1994) on Environmental Justice requires that adverse effects on

minority populations (which include Alaska Natives) be analyzed.  If disproportionately high adverse effects

on minority populations are identified, these effects must be mitigated.  In addition, EO13175 (2000) on

Consultation and Coordination with Indian and Tribal Governments requires that when there is a potential

for federal action to significantly or uniquely affect Indian tribal governments, federal agencies must engage

in timely and meaningful consultation with federally recognized tribal governments. This consultation

requirement is addressed through the MSA and NEPA compliance process. The majority of the more than

200 federally recognized tribes in Alaska is located along the coast or river systems and can potentially be

affected by fishery management decisions.

Finally, Alaska Natives have observed changes in the environment and in the distribution and populations

of fish and wildlife over many generations. The value of these observations has been increasingly recognized

by western scientists and fishery managers as Traditional Ecological Knowledge (Traditional Knowledge).

Federal agencies responsible for managing lands, waters, fish, and wildlife are collecting Traditional

Knowledge and incorporating it into NEPA compliance documents and  management activities to varying

degrees.

1.1 Summary of Current Alaska Native Issues/Groundfish Management

Subsistence

Steller Sea Lion

Steller sea lions are harvested by some Aleut communities.  The decline in sea lion populations has affected

subsistence harvest practices, and Alaska Natives have expressed concern about potential cause and effect

between commercial groundfish fishing and the sea lion population decline.

Salmon Bycatch

Concerns continue to be raised by Alaska Natives on the effects of salmon bycatch in the Alaska groundfish

fisheries on subsistence salmon harvests, particularly in the Yukon-Kuskokwim area.

General Ecosystem Health

Concerns have been expressed by Alaska Natives on the effects of commercial fishing and associated bycatch

discards on the health of the marine ecosystem, particularly with regard to discards attracting fish and wildlife

and causing disease in animals that eat discards.

Joint Production 

Commercial fishing often provides overhead in terms of equipment and trip costs for subsistence harvest of

fish resources.  Changes in the location of commercial fishing infrastructure through closures and changes

in allocation and other changes in fishery management that affect the viability of commercial fishing (through

regulatory action) operations can have an indirect adverse affect on associated subsistence activities.
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Alaska Native Participation in Commercial Fisheries

CDQ Fisheries 

Approximately 65 western Alaskan Native communities participate in commercial fishing through six CDQ

corporations. These corporations are allocated quotas for specific fisheries, which generate employment and

revenue opportunities, and provide funds for economic investment in participating communities.  Changes

in allocation can create beneficial or adverse effects, depending on their nature.

Non-CDQ Fisheries 

Native Alaskan fishermen from several communities in  the Aleutian Islands/Alaska Peninsula, Kodiak,

Southcentral Alaska, and Southeast Alaska regions participate in groundfish fisheries as boat owners, crew,

or fish processors.  Commercial fishing is a major component of the economy in most coastal Native

communities, and changes in management measures such as allocation, seasonal and spatial closures, and gear

restrictions, would create beneficial or adverse effects, depending on their nature.

Economic Viability of Traditional Alaska Communities 

The MSA and the NPFMC list maintaining community benefits from fishing as an objective. Many of the

Alaska communities that participate in groundfish fisheries and derive municipal revenue from fishing-related

activities are predominantly Native.  Fishery management actions have a direct and indirect effect on the

economic viability of many coastal Alaska Native communities.

Alaska Native Participation in Fishery Management

Level of Representation within the NPFMC 

Although Alaska Natives currently have some representation on the AP and NPFMC, the limited number

presents some difficulty in representing potentially competing interests between CDQs, non-CDQ Native

fishermen, and subsistence users.

Co-management

Other federal and state agencies, notably the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Alaska Department

of Fish & Game (ADF&G), have instituted measures to increase Alaska Native participation in management

of fish and wildlife.  Some Alaska Natives have indicated an interest in some form of co-management of the

Alaska groundfish fisheries.

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Government

Opportunities for consultation have been provided to potentially affected tribal governments throughout the

Programmatic SEIS preparation process. However, some commentors on the Draft Programmatic SEIS have

asked for greater outreach.
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Public Involvement 

Like other members of the public, Alaska Natives have rights and opportunities to review and comment on

preparation of an EIS, as part of the NEPA process.

Other Issues

Environmental Justice 

Actions taken in the management of groundfish fisheries could have disproportionately adverse effects on

CDQ groups and other Alaska Natives participating in fish harvesting and processing. 

Incorporation of Traditional Knowledge into Fishery Management

Alaska Natives have interacted with the natural environment for many generations, and have a body of

knowledge based on their observations and those passed down from ancestors. Scientists and resource

managers are recognizing the value of Traditional Knowledge in supplementing other sources of information.

Efforts to collect Traditional Knowledge can range from a review of existing literature to key informant

interviews in the field. Incorporation of Traditional Knowledge should provide appropriate citation of the

source, and Traditional Knowledge should be presented with respect. 

1.2 How Management of Fisheries Has Evolved to Address Alaska Native Issues

Since the Americanization of the fisheries during the 1980s, Alaska Native issues have become increasingly

important in fisheries management.  This trend reflects increased Native participation in groundfish fisheries

and developments of EOs and MSA/NEPA compliance.  Both NOAA Fisheries and the NPFMC have made

management decisions concerning the economic viability of Alaska communities relating to bycatch,

protection of subsistence resources, and allocation to CDQ groups and other fishing/processing sectors where

Alaska Natives are participants.

NPFMC

The NPFMC members from west Alaska that have unofficially represented western Alaska, since

approximately 1987, serve as the unofficial representatives of Alaska Native interests. As Native participation

in the fisheries has grown, the seat has represented a broader group of interests, such as CDQ corporations,

and has made the role more difficult for the incumbents. Native interests represented on the AP have also

become more diverse during this time period, and are addressed through regional, community, CDQ, and

conservation group members appointed by the NPFMC to sit on its AP.

NEPA Compliance and Related Regulatory Requirem ents 

Amendments to the Alaska groundfish FMPs must comply with NEPA.  In the late 1970s and 1980s, NEPA

compliance documents such as Environmental Assessments (EA) and Environmental Impact Statements (EIS)

addressed but did not expand upon Alaska Native issues.  Alaska Native groups were given the same

opportunities to comment on documents as other stakeholder groups, but were not targeted for additional

outreach.
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The enactment of Executive Orders on Environmental Justice and Consultation and Coordination with Indian

Tribal Government in the mid-1990s increased the focus on Alaska Native issues.  These issues are often

addressed as part of NEPA analysis. Greater attention has since been given to potential disproportionate

adverse effects on Alaska Natives. Outreach efforts have increased to meet consultation requirements.

Compliance with the NEPA process and related EOs provides a mechanism for encouraging participation in

fishery management decision-making. 

Analytical Emphasis on Socioeconomic Issues by NPFM C and NOAA Fisheries

Staff responsibilities have evolved to include oversight of issues associated with fishing communities and

social impact assessments, which have Alaska Native components.  NOAA Fisheries is also adding staff with

responsibilities for addressing basic research in non-economic social sciences, and this may assist in

addressing the concerns of Alaska Natives. This includes a cultural anthropologist position at the Alaska

Fisheries Science Center. 

CDQ Program and Comm unity Protection in Fisheries Management

The CDQ program in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) was established in 1991. The intent of the CDQ

program is to promote fisheries-related economic development in the coastal communities that participate

in the CDQ program. CDQ corporations can sell their shares of the quota, or harvest and process the share

themselves. In addition to generating employment for Alaska Natives, revenue generated from use of quota

shares must be used for economic development under specific guidelines established by the NPFMC. The first

individual fishing quota (IFQ) allocations that occurred for sablefish and halibut were established by the

NPFMC.  The six CDQ  corporations formed and as directed by NPFMC, developed plans for how quotas

would be fished and revenue distributed. Quota for additional fisheries was allocated to CDQ groups as a part

of the Inshore/Offshore 1 FMP amendments and subsequent amendments. The CDQ program now applies

to multiple groundfish fisheries including pollock, Pacific cod, flatfish, Atka mackerel, rockfish, and

sablefish, as well as halibut and crab. Currently, the CDQ program is allocated 10 percent of the total

allowable quota for pollock and 7.5 percent for most other species. Gulf of Alaska (GOA) FMP Amendment

66 has recently been approved by NPFMC and is designed to allow 42 eligible GOA coastal communities

to participate in the fixed gear halibut and sablefish IFQ Programs.

Subsistence 

Establishing the Prohibited Species Catch (PSC) for salmon and herring and associated bycatch limits has

been important to Alaska Natives for both commercial and subsistence fishing.  Prior to the mid-1980s

bycatch limits were primarily aimed at foreign fleets; since the mid-1980s bycatch restrictions have focused

on the domestic fisheries, with bycatch limits established for chum salmon, Chinook salmon, various crab

species, halibut, and herring.  Since 1995, conservation efforts to reduce bycatch and waste in the groundfish

fishery have continued, and retention and utilization programs have been revised and improved.

1.3 Management Measures Used to Address Alaska Natives Issues

Historically, federal management measures that address Alaska Native issues relating to fishery management

of the Alaska groundfish fisheries have focused on representation on the NPFMC and its committees,

consideration of issues and testimony by the NPFMC, and dedication of staff resources to address Alaska

Native and community concerns.  The number of seats on the NPFM C from Alaska is defined in the MSA,



SEPTEMBER 2003 APPENDIX F-9  –  QA  PAPER:  ALASKA NATIVE ISSUES

F-9-6

but representation has been based on informal factors such as geographic representation and interest group

affiliation; one seat has informally represented west Alaska interests, with a recent focus on CDQ interests.

Other Native interests, such as Native-owned catcher vessels and subsistence users could receive limited

representation by this seat on the NPFMC.  Seats on the AP change every year. The NPFM C is charged with

representing a variety of interests, including subsistence fishermen. There is generally at least one CDQ

representative on the AP, with similar limitations on viewpoints.

Other federal and state agencies have established regional and statewide advisory councils to provide Alaska

Native input to resource managers.  These agencies include the USFWS (national wildlife refuges, subsistence

on federal lands), National Park Service (NPS), (use and access of parklands) and ADF&G (harvest

regulations for fish and wildlife). In general, these advisory councils and commission members provide input

on subsistence, take regulations, and general fish and wildlife management issues for terrestrial and

anadromous resources, and in a few cases are decisionmakers.  With the exception of specific marine

mammals and migratory waterfowl, there is little Alaska Native involvement in federal management of

offshore fish and wildlife because there is very little subsistence in federal waters.

Both NOAA Fisheries and the NPFMC have recognized the importance of addressing socioeconomic issues,

including the importance of community protection. In support of this endeavor the Alaska Fisheries Science

Center has recently hired a cultural anthropologist who will focus on socioeconomic and community issues.

The NPFM C also addresses CDQ and community issues in their staff analysis.

Alaska Native issues related to fishery management are addressed through the NPFMC public decision

process. Both the MSA and NEPA compliance process requires that potential effects on Alaska Natives are

adequately assessed during the federal decision-making process. The NEPA process requires that any

potential management action analyze potential impacts on socioeconomic characteristics (employment,

income, municipal revenue) and subsistence use of fish and wildlife resources as a part of the human

environment. This analysis will generally also include a discussion of EO 12898 on Environmental Justice

(1994) and EO 13175 on Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Government (2000). Through the

public involvement process Alaska Natives, communities, or individuals can voice their concerns on the

potential impacts of the proposed management changes.

The CDQ program provides another indirect tool for addressing Alaska Native issues.  The CDQ program

was established to provide benefits to predominantly Native western Alaska communities along the Bering

Sea. Allocation of groundfish quota to CDQ groups provides benefits to Alaska Natives, through their

participation in the fisheries and by generating revenue that can be used in communities for fishery related

economic development. The NPFMC can influence these processes when adjusting quotas and ruling on types

of eligible community economic development investments in Native communities.

2.0 Overview of Policy Alternatives

The Programmatic SEIS evaluates the environmental consequences at four different policy alternatives. Each

policy alternative contains a framework comprised of a management approach and a suite of policy goals and

objectives. To assess the environmental consequences and highlight for the decisionmakers and the public

the tradeoffs of each policy alternative, we analyze a range of management measures that illustrate how the

framework could be implemented.  Ultimately, the two example FMPs under each of the alternatives to the

status quo illustrate the range of actions possible under each alternative and show the flexib ility each

alternative will allow the NPFMC to manage the fisheries adaptively.
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The four policy alternatives under consideration by the NPFMC are chosen to serve as bookends to a

management framework. They will serve as a means for the NPFMC to commit to a management decision.

Alternative 1: Continue Under the Current Risk Averse Management Policy – Under this policy

alternative, the NPFM C would continue to manage the groundfish fisheries based upon the present

conservative and risk-averse policy. This policy assumes that fishing does result in some adverse impacts to

the environment and that, as these impacts become known, mitigation measures will be developed and

appropriate FMP amendments will be implemented. 

This policy approach would continue Alaska Native involvement through MSA and NEPA mechanisms.

Additionally, some effort will be placed on incorporating traditional knowledge on fisheries management.

Alternative 2: Adopt a More Aggressive Management Policy – This alternative represents a less

precautionary management policy (i.e. more aggressive harvest policy) would be implemented based upon

the concept that the present policy is overly conservative and that higher harvests could be taken without

threat of overfishing the target groundfish stocks. This policy assumes that fishing at the recommended levels

would have no adverse impact on the environment, except in specific cases that are generally known. 

This policy approach would continue existing levels of Alaska Native consultation, and incorporation of

traditional knowledge. 

Alternative 3: Adopt a More Precautionary Managem ent Policy – This policy would seek to accelerate

the existing precautionary management approach through community or rights-based management,

incorporation of ecosystem-based management principles and, where appropriate and practicable, increase

habitat protection and impose additional bycatch constraints. Under this approach, additional conservation

management measures would be taken as necessary to respond to social, economic or conservation needs and

to address concerns over uncertainty. Additional measures would be taken if scientific evidence indicated that

the fishery was negatively impacting the “environment,” not just a population of a given species. 

This policy alternative increased consultation with, and participation of Alaska Natives in fisheries

management. While this policy continues to recognize the importance of traditional knowledge additional

efforts would be initiated to increase collection and research.

Alternative 4: Adopt a Highly Precautionary M anagement Policy – This policy would require that the

user of the resource demonstrate that the intended use would not have a detrimental effect on the environment

before significant fishing could be allowed. The policy, as illustrated by its FMP framework, shifts the burden

of proof from the resource to the user when faced with uncertainty and would  impose very restrictive

conservation and management measures that would only be modified or relaxed when additional, reliable

scientific information became available. It would involve a strict interpretation of the precautionary principle.

Management discussions would involve and be responsive to the public, but decreased emphasis would be

placed on industry and community concerns. More emphasis would be placed on ecosystem concerns and

principles, including the identification and incorporation of non-consumptive use values. The overall premise

is that fishing does produce adverse impacts on the environment, but due to a lack of information and

uncertainty, we know little about these impacts. 

With regards to Alaska Native issues, this policy alternative would initiate cooperative research programs and

co-management in order to enhance use of traditional knowledge in fishery management, including



SEPTEMBER 2003 APPENDIX F-9  –  QA  PAPER:  ALASKA NATIVE ISSUES

F-9-8

monitoring and data gathering capabilities.  Consultation with Alaska Natives would increase with a particular

focus on subsistence users.

3.0 Alternative  1: Continue Under the Current Risk Averse Management

Policy

3.1 Alaska Native Participation and Consultation in Fisheries Management

3.1.1 Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the Advisory

Panel

The NPFMC was established through guidelines set by the MSA of 1976 (Public Law 94-265).  The MSA

outlines the number of members and how they are chosen for the NPFMC. Section 302 of the MSA states

“The NPFMC shall have 11 voting members, including seven appointed by the Secretary of Commerce

(Secretary) in accordance with subsection (b)(2) (five of whom shall be appointed from the State of Alaska

and two of whom shall be appointed from the State of Washington). These voting members must represent

the principal State official with marine fishery responsibility, the regional director of National Marine

Fisheries Service (NMFS).  Appointments are based on recommendations from the state governor of other

individuals who, by reason of their occupational or other experience, scientific expertise, or training, are

knowledgeable regarding the conservation and management, or the commercial or recreational harvest, of

the fishery resources of the geographical area concerned. Four nonvoting members include the regional

director of the USFW S, the commander of the Coast Guard, the Executive Director of the Marine Fisheries

Commission for the geographical area, and one representative of the Department of State. Since the late 1980s

of the 11 voting members on the current NPFMC, one member is from a western Alaska community. 

Under section 101-627(4), the MSA states “The Secretary shall establish APs to assist in collection and

evaluation of information relevant to the development of any fishery management plan or plan amendment

for a fishery to which subsection (a)(3) applies. Each AP shall participate in all aspects of the development

of the plan or amendment; be balanced in its representation of commercial, recreational, and other interests;

and consist of not less than seven individuals who are knowledgeable about the fishery for which the plan

or amendment is developed...” The North Pacific AP is a voluntary advisory group with no decision-making

power. It currently consists of 23 members, representing various geographical regions and interests as

suggested in the MSA. Of the 23 members, one individual represents CDQ constituents on behalf of the

Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation, also a CDQ group and one individual represents Aleut

Enterprise Corporation. Western Alaska Native groups have traditionally been very active on the AP.

3.1.2 Public Involvement

Public involvement is a fundamental principle of both MSA and NEPA. The unique status of Alaska Natives

is acknowledged by NOAA Fisheries in a number of ways when complying with the MSA and NEPA. The

regulations on implementing the MSA and NEPA require that agencies make diligent efforts to involve the

public including Alaska Natives, in preparing and implementing fisheries management procedures. The MSA

stresses public involvement in participation of stakeholders in the NPFMC process. The procedures defined

by the MSA provide opportunities for public comment at various stages during the development of fishery

management actions (Section 302 Regional Fishery Management Councils 16 USC 1852). This process and

the NEPA process are intertwined so that the public has formal opportunities to provide input on proposed
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actions on proposed FM Ps or amendments through the scoping process, and during public review of Draft

and Final EIS documents. Public input and comments received must be considered in the project analysis,

documentation, and decision-making. 

The first formal step in EIS preparation is a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS must be published in the

Federal Register as required by NEPA 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1501.7 and NOAA 216-6. The

Notice of Intent serves as the official legal notice that a federal agency is commencing preparation of an EIS.

By providing the Notice of Intent to federally recognized tribes within the project area, consultation and the

opportunity to become involved is initiated.

Federal agencies recognize the importance of Native involvement through established statutes, EOs,

regulations, and policies NEPA requires formal actions to address these orders. See Section 3.6 for a

discussion of Environmental Justice. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations require the lead agency’s scoping process

to “Invite affected federal, State, and local agencies, Indian tribes, project proponents, and other interested

persons” to participate in the EIS process as required by 40 CFR 1501.7 (1). During the scoping process

NOAA Fisheries contacts tribal organizations and solicits input on the nature and extent of issues and impacts

to be addressed in the EIS and the methods by which they will be evaluated. NOAA Fisheries recognizes the

importance of inviting tribal involvement in the NEPA process. For example in the Programmatic SEIS

formal letters and newsletters were mailed to Native organizations informing them of the scoping process and

comment period. Scoping meetings were held with the intent to prepare the Programmatic SEIS, to define

the federal action under review and to offer consultation and coordination with tribal governments. This

process would continue under the Alternative 1 policy.

Community outreach efforts are implemented through  letters, newsletters, special meetings and comment

response. Letters and newsletters supply notification of project commencement and completion and supply

project information throughout the process.  

Notices of NPFMC meetings and public hearings are to be published in local newspapers distributed in major

fishing ports having a direct interest in the affected fishery and areas that will result in wide publicity. Every

meeting, or emergency meeting held by the NPFMC or the AP is open to the public unless notification that

it is closed has been published in regional newspapers. Timely notices of meetings are required. There are

usually five meetings a year. Interested persons are encouraged to present oral or written statements regarding

the issues on the meeting agenda. Written comments received up to approximately one week prior to the

meeting are included in meeting packets for NPFMC members, or the individual may submit their comments

by giving oral or written testimony at the meeting. Minutes and all analysis action memos of each NPFMC

meeting, except closed sessions, are filed and contain record of the attendees, a description of matters

discussed, and conclusions reached. The minutes are available to the public (posted on the NPFMC website,

by request). Newsletters are provided following each NPFMC meeting and are distributed to mailing lists and

posted on the NPFMC website. 

As a matter of policy, the NPFMC routinely schedules its meetings in Anchorage, Alaska (a central

geographical location) while on occasion holding a meeting in Seattle, Washington, and in Sitka, Kodiak, and

Dutch Harbor, Alaska. 
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Under Alternative 1, the current opportunities available for the public comment on proposed and existing

fishery management plans, EIS documents, regulations, and agenda items during NPFMC meetings, provide

many avenues for Alaska Natives to provide input regarding groundfish fishery management. 

Public Review and Comment on FMPs, Amendments, and EIS Docum ents

After a FMP or amendment is transmitted to the Secretary a notice stating that it is available must be

published in the Federal Register immediately to inform the public that written information, views, or

comments of interested persons may be submitted to the Secretary during a 60-day period. The 60-day

comment period begins on the date the notice is published. 

In accordance with CEQ NEPA guidelines, NOAA Fisheries must provide public notice of the availability

of NEPA documents to interested persons and agencies (40 CFR 1506 (a) and (b)) notice must be published

in the Federal Register and sent by mail to national organizations reasonably expected to be interested (40

CFR 1506.6 (b) (2)). This includes Alaska Natives within the project area. NOAA Fisheries will also conduct

a public hearing to provide the opportunity for oral testimony, if necessary.

NOAA Fisheries provided a public comment period on the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS that lasted

approximately six months. The comment period was announced and details were explained in a series of

newsletters. Public meetings were held in five locales in and outside of Alaska to acquire oral and written

comments on the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS. During this time, the option to contribute comments by

mail was also provided. Letters were sent to tribal governments soliciting their participation and input on

project-specific issues in a special state-wide teleconference between NOAA Fisheries with Alaska tribal

governments. Upon the completed preliminary review of public comments, NOAA Fisheries recognized the

need for increased efforts to include Western Alaska communities in  the agency’s decision-making process,

and additional meetings were conducted.

Solicitation of public comment on proposed FMPs, their amendments, and proposed rulemaking by NOAA

Fisheries is required under the MSA and NEPA. Such comments are viewed by NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries

as critical in helping managers to shape responsible plans for our nation’s fishery resources that best meet the

NPFMC’s and NOAA Fisheries’ mission, the ten MSA National Standards, the goals of NEPA, and the

interests of the American public. During the formal comment period, the public can review and comment on

a draft plans. The process described in this document for soliciting and analyzing public comments is part

of a broader effort of public involvement and agency consultation described in this Programmatic SEIS. The

comments received are analyzed and the results considered by the NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries. 

3.1.3 Co-Management

Co-management is a relatively new approach to fisheries management and can be defined in many ways. In

general, co-management refers to “joint decision-making by the government and communities (or other

interest groups) about one or more aspects of natural resource access or use” (Castro and Nielsen 2001).

According to Brown (1999), the term is often used for partnerships formed by stakeholders but does not

guarantee that stakeholders share power with the management agency. The level of co-management can vary

depending on the resource, management function, degree of formality of the arrangement, and the number

of interests involved. 
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There are various arrangements for the amount of participation within co-management that range from

activities as simple as consultation and coordination or as complex as the allocation of equal power among

stakeholders during decision-making. Fisheries are often suited for co-management because they are a mobile

resource and encompass a large area. Sharing authority and decision-making in resource management brings

the diverse groups together, regardless of their different interests (McCay and Jentoft 1998).  Where decision-

making is not able to be shared, advisory groups, review committees, and other open forums allow resource

managers to consult with the public. This approach allows interested parties to express themselves to resource

managers who are then exposed to a wide range of knowledge, ideas, concerns, and needs. 

Co-management has many challenges. In some cases, local participants may be asked to bear the work and

costs of resource management without adequate funding to support such responsibilities. For managers, it

may be difficult to lead a group of diverse stakeholders who may have conflicting interests, or there maybe

regulatory limits on the authority to share decision-making. These challenges may make stakeholder groups

or agencies reluctant to enter into a co-management agreement. However, there are benefits to such an

agreement if the participants are willing and able to overcome the difficulties. Co-management efforts can

provide avenues to share information and raise awareness about fisheries management. For the NPFMC and

NOAA Fisheries, it may be advantageous to collaborate as it may increase their enforcement, monitoring, and

research capabilities as well as enhance the communication between the agencies and interested parties.

The existing types of co-management under the Alternative 1 framework are on a primary level and include

informing, consultation, and cooperation, as provided through solicitation of public comments. This form of

co-management may be considered less participatory than other approaches where stakeholders have equal

voting power with resource managers. Under the current Alternative 1 framework, managers are able to seek

meaningful advice from the members of the AP who represent various interests, including Alaska Native, as

well as from the public. 

3.1.4 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Government

NOAA Fisheries recognizes their special obligations to consult and coordinate with tribal governments on

a government-to-government basis pursuant to Executive Order 13175,  Consultation and Coordination with

Indian Tribal Government, signed by President Clinton and published in the Federal Register on November

9, 2000. Executive Order 13175 requires executive agencies “to establish regular and meaningful consultation

and collaboration with tribal officials in development of Federal policies that have tribal implications, to

strengthen the United States government-to-government relationships with Indian tribes, and to reduce the

imposition of unfunded mandates upon Indian tribes.”  “As part of CEQ regulations the scoping process the

lead agency shall: Invite the participation of affected Federal, State, and local or scoping agencies, any

affected Indian tribe, the proponent of the action, and any other interested persons” Section 1501.7(a)(1).  

Under Alternative 1 policy, NOAA Fisheries will continue to consult with Alaska tribal governments through

the NPFMC and the MSA/NEPA decision-making process.

NOAA Fisheries complies with EO 13175, by initiating public outreach to potentially interested tribal

governments. For example the agency started a government-to-government consultation effort on the Alaska

Groundfish Fisheries Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS. Letters were sent to approximately 250 federally

recognized tribes within 50 miles of the Alaska coast, encouraging them to begin correspondence with NOAA

Fisheries. Letters were initially sent out to introduce the project and begin the scoping period, to introduce

the completed Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, and to indicate the closing of the preliminary review of public



SEPTEMBER 2003 APPENDIX F-9  –  QA  PAPER:  ALASKA NATIVE ISSUES

F-9-12

comment. In these letters communities and villages were invited to scoping/public meetings or

teleconferences and to submit written  comment. NOAA Fisheries has made substantial effort to comply with

EO13175 and to involve and respond diligently to all communities that correspond and hold a vested interest

in the future management of the groundfish fisheries. 

3.2 Traditional Knowledge

3.2.1 Definition of Traditional Knowledge and Collection Methods

Traditional environmental knowledge, or TK, can generally be defined as a body of

knowledge built up by a group of people through generations of living in close contact with

nature.  It includes a system of classification, a set of empirical observations about the local

environment, and a system of self-management that governs resource use.  The quantity and

quality of traditional environmental knowledge varies among community members,

depending upon gender, age, social status, intellectual capability, and profession (hunter,

spiritual leader, healer, etc.).  With its roots firmly in the past, traditional environmental

knowledge is both cumulative and dynamic, building upon the experience of earlier

generations and adapting to the new technological and socioeconomic changes of the

present (Johnson 1992).

Biologists have begun to work more with indigenous peoples to integrate Traditional Knowledge into their

research (Freeman and Carbyn 1988, Freeman 1992, Hobson 199, Albert 1992).  This interest in Traditional

Knowledge recognizes the fact that biological field studies typically are conducted as intensive, short-term

efforts during the summer.  In contrast, Traditional Knowledge represents the cumulative observations of

people who have lived in the environment their entire lives.

Traditional Knowledge can be passed along relatively unchanged from generation to generation, but also

adapts to and reflects changes in technology and socioeconomic conditions.  The term Traditional Knowledge

as used in this Programmatic SEIS also includes contemporary indigenous knowledge.  This knowledge

includes, but is not limited to, expertise on weather, sea ice, currents, fish and wildlife, historic and current

uses of the land and water for subsistence activities and other traditional uses, and impacts of human activities

on fish and wildlife and the environment. 

Traditional Knowledge can be obtained in a number of ways:

C literature available from local libraries, universities, and Internet-based search engines;

C existing information gathered from third parties such as Alaska Native organizations; and

C key informant interviews with elders and other knowledgeable individuals in Alaska Native

communities.

NOAA Fisheries intends to evaluate existing sources of Traditional Knowledge for use in its fishery

management analysis. It is hoped that Traditional Knowledge may be useful by providing observations on

past trends and cumulative effects.  In the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, efforts were initiated to evaluate

potential sources of Traditional Knowledge from existing literature available from state agencies, local

libraries, and universities, and Internet-based search engines.
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3.2.2 Applicability of Traditional Knowledge to Fisheries Management

Traditional Knowledge can provide a historical perspective regarding trends and cumulative effects for

specific fish and wildlife species, and for large scale environmental changes.  It can also provide observations

from specific geographic areas in the GOA and BSAI that can supplement scientific information or fill in data

gaps.  Public comments received on the initial Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, assist with the evaluation of

Traditional Knowledge and the assessment of potentially disproportionate adverse effects on Alaska Native

populations as required by EO 12898 on Environmental Justice.

The NPFMC annually adopts a set of research ideas presented by the AP and the Scientific and Statistical

Committee (SSC) that prioritize activities or areas in fishery management that need attention. Included in the

list of research priorities are issues that may pertain to Alaska Natives such as Traditional Knowledge,

bycatch research, or impacts of fishery management measures on social and economic conditions. These

research priorities are then provided to NOAA Fisheries who will use the information to determine, along

with their own set of priorities, where to allocate funding for research. This provides another avenue for

incorporating Alaska Native Traditional Knowledge not just in fisheries management but in research as well.

Under Alternative 1, NOAA Fisheries is currently using existing literature available at libraries, universities,

and the Internet to identify sources of Traditional Knowledge relevant to the GOA and BSAI groundfish

fisheries.  A Traditional Knowledge database has been developed, and Traditional Knowledge has been

entered into the database.  NOAA Fisheries intends to use relevant Traditional Knowledge in preparing the

comparative baseline and reaching conclusions on the significance of potential environmental consequences.

Under this framework, Traditional Knowledge is not collected from third party sources or key informant

interviews.

Case Study - Developm ent of the Traditional Knowledge Database   

For the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, a Microsoft Access 2000 relational database was developed for

entering and querying Traditional Knowledge.  The intent of the database design is to provide a tool that can

be used for future Traditional Knowledge collection efforts, not only by the Alaska region, but other regions

of NOAA Fisheries as well. Queries can be conducted for a number of topics, content, key words, citations,

and speaker variables. This database is useful for incorporating Traditional Knowledge into fisheries

management and the Programmatic SEIS. 

3.3 Alaska Native Participation in Groundfish Fisheries by Regional Setting

Alaska Native issues regarding participation in the groundfish fishery and potential impacts of the

management alternatives are many and complex.  This section discusses regional differences in Alaska Native

engagement in and dependence upon the groundfish fishery in overview.  This discussion is split into CDQ

and non-CDQ regions.  Within the non-CDQ regions a further split is made among communities with issues

related to direct participation in the fishery and those without direct participation. 

3.3.1 Com munity Development Quota Participation in Groundfish Fisheries

The CDQ program for western Alaska was created by the NPFMC to foster regional participation in and

benefit from the groundfish fisheries.  At its inception during the inshore/offshore allocative decision process

(in the early 1990s), the program was limited to the pollock fishery.  In subsequent years it has expanded to
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include a variety of other groundfish and non-groundfish species. Groundfish, in general, and the pollock

fishery, in particular, provide a strong economic foundation for the CDQ program.  The CDQ region includes

predominately Alaska Native communities within 50 nautical miles of the Bering Sea coast.  This program

was intended “to provide fishermen who reside in western Alaska communities a fair and reasonable

opportunity to participate in the BSAI groundfish fisheries, to expand their participation in salmon, herring,

and other nearshore fisheries, and to help alleviate the growing social economic crisis within these

communities” (BSAI Groundfish FMP).  In order for a community to qualify as a CDQ community, it not

only needed to be an Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) community within the designated

geographic area, it also could not have previously developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient

to support substantial participation in the groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea (although there was some

leeway for exceptions to this criteria, as illustrated by the case of Akutan, described below).

Initially, the pollock allocation to CDQs was 7.5 percent of the Bering Sea total allowable catch (TAC), but

this was increased to 10 percent under provisions of the American Fisheries Act of 1998. Bering Sea opilio,

bairdi, and king crab, more recent additions to the CDQ program, are currently at allocations of 7.5 percent

following a phase-in period. Other allocations include halibut, sablefish, remaining BSAI groundfish, along

with prohibited species, with some variability in allocations by management area as detailed elsewhere in the

Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS. 

Different CDQ groups have taken different approaches to the opportunities provided by the program.  Some

groups have chosen to become direct participants in the fishery through ownership interest in groundfish

harvest and catcher processor vessels, while others have chosen to have their quota shares harvested by

industry partners in exchange for royalties and employment opportunities, preferring to invest the benefits

from the groundfish fishery in developing other direct participation in local (non-groundfish) fisheries.

According to Northern Economics (2002), 

Since the inception of the program in 1992, the program has provided approximately 1,000

jobs annually for western Alaska residents and has created an excess of $8 million in wages

annually since 1998.  Over the duration of the CDQ program, annual pollock CDQ royalties

have consistently exceeded $13 million.  In 2000, the CDQ communities received nearly $33

million in pollock CDQ royalties, while royalties from the multi-species program provided

the communities an additional $7.4 million.  The value of CDQ community assets in

aggregate, including equity ownership in fishing vessels, on-shore development projects,

loan portfolios and IFQ holdings, increased from nearly $15 million in 1992 to over $152

million in 2000. 

Under Alternative 1, CDQ participation would remain the same as under existing conditions.  The nature of

engagement with the fishery would not change, and that no significant changes to CDQ communities would

be likely to occur, at least through the mechanism of the CDQ program itself.  Potential subsistence related

impacts to these communities are at least partially independent of CDQ status, as developed below, but no

significant new impacts to subsistence are likely to occur under Alternative 1.

3.3.2 Non-Community Development Quota Regional Issues

Alaska Native issues affect communities outside the CDQ region as well as those inside the region.  The

“non-CDQ region” may usefully be divided into two separate parts for discussion purposes.  First are those

Alaska Native communities that directly participate in the groundfish fisheries.  The second set are those
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communities outside of the CDQ region that do not participate directly in the groundfish fisheries, but

nevertheless may experience a range of impacts from various groundfish fishery management decisions. 

Impacts to Non-CDQ Alaska Native Communities with Direct Participation

A number of non-CDQ communities with significant Alaska Native populations participate directly in the

BSAI groundfish fishery.  These communities face potential impacts that could result from BSAI groundfish

management decisions. These impacts may include non-commercial economic affects related to subsistence

and environmental justice. These same communities also face potential impacts or issues common to all

communities, Native or non-Native, that are substantially engaged in or dependent upon the fishery. These

impacts may include displacement or consolidation of harvesting and processing sectors.

Table 1 displays the population information for the Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands major groundfish ports

in 2000.  While King Cove and Sand Point are clearly the Alaska Native non-CDQ communities most

engaged on a day-to-day basis in the BSAI groundfish fishery, there are Alaska Native population centers in

the other Alaska communities most heavily engaged in the groundfish fishery.  For example, as shown in

Table 1, Unalaska’s Alaska Native population is almost as large as that of King Cove, but accounts for less

than 10 percent of the overall community population.  Akutan is in the unique position of being both a CDQ

community and to a substantial degree being directly engaged in the groundfish fishery. This overlap means

that the community may be buffered from some types of impacts due to this form of diversification. However,

impacts to Akutan may be amplified compared to other communities if both direct participation and CDQ

engagement experience adverse outcomes under a given management alternative. 

Table 1. Ethnic com position of population, selected Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Island Region

communities, 2000

Race/Ethnicity

Unalaska Akutan King Cove Sand Point

N % N % N % N %

White 1,893 44.2% 168 23.6% 119 15.0% 264 27.7%

African American 157 3.7% 15 2.2% 13 1.6% 14 1.5%

Alaska Native/Native American 330 7.7% 112 15.7% 370 46.7% 403 42.3%

Native Hawaiian/

Other Pacific Islander 24 0.6% 2 0.3% 1 0.1% 3 0.3%

Asian 1,312 30.6% 275 38.6% 212 26.8% 221 23.2%

Some Other Race 399 9.3% 130 18.2% 47 5.9% 21 2.2%

Two Or More Races 168 3.9% 11 1.5% 30 3.8% 26 2.7%

Total 4,283 100% 713 100% 792 100% 952 100%

Hispanic* 551 12.9% 148 20.8% 59 7.4% 129 13.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census.

* ‘Hispanic’ is an ethnic category and may include individuals of any race (and therefore is not included

in the total as this would result in double counting).

Akutan is also unique with respect to the degree of separation of the industrial enclave that comprises local

commercial processing development from the remaining portion of the community. As discussed in Section

3.9.3 of the Programmatic SEIS, the residential portion of the community is in some ways most like a

traditional Aleut community among all of the engaged communities due to its relative distinctness from the
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local industrial development. This distinction may serve to shape localized impacts somewhat differently than

what would be the case in more spatially integrated communities. 

Support services are present in King Cove and Sand Point and are of key importance to local private sector

economies.  King Cove and Sand Point have very different types of engagement with the groundfish fishery

than do communities in the CDQ program.  Both communities have a significant local commercial harvest

fleet, and both are home to major shore processors.  Akutan does not have a local fleet but does have a major

processor. All three communities derive a significant portion of municipal revenues from fish landings in the

community, and groundfish make up a substantial portion of the overall landings.  The local public sector also

derives revenue by providing a variety of services to fishing industry participants.

In general, the communities of King Cove, Sand Point, and to a lesser extent Akutan may be impacted by the

various groundfish management actions quite differently than CDQ communities. For example, King Cove,

Sand Point, and Akutan are economically sensitive to impacts resulting from changes to harvesting,

processing, or support service sectors, and all three communities depend on municipal revenues derived from

active engagement in the fishery.  None of these types of impacts is likely under Alternative 1.

It is also important to note that is the direct participation of King Cove and Sand Point does have direct and

indirect benefits for some other CDQ communities.  King Cove and Sand Point are part of the Aleutians East

Borough (AEB), and revenue that derives from landings in these communities (along with landings in

Akutan) substantially benefits smaller Alaska Native (and CDQ) communities in the AEB, such as False Pass

and Nelson Lagoon.

Impacts to Non-CDQ Alaska Native Communities Without Direct Participation

There are a significant number of Alaska Native communities that are neither CDQ communities nor directly

participating non-CDQ communities that may still experience impacts resulting from the various proposed

groundfish fishery management approaches.  The CDQ regions encompass a coastal area extending “50

nautical miles from the baseline from which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured along the Bering

Sea coast from the Bering Strait to the western most of the Aleutian Islands, or on an island within the Bering

Sea.” It excludes communities “located on the GOA coast of the north Pacific Ocean” and Alaska Native (and

other) communities located in Alaska’s “Interior.”

There are no anticipated impacts relating to subsistence and environmental justice for the GOA communities

not directly engaged in the fishery. Data developed to date suggest no concerns over these types of impacts,

and none has been raised during the public involvement process. The situation is, however, different for the

communities of the Interior. A central concern of relevant Alaska Native communities in the Interior is the

impact of the groundfish fishery on the subsistence and commercial salmon fishery.  A number of comments

on the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS related to this issue have been received from the Yukon-Kuskokwim

area.  Two specific regional groups that have been active in the public involvement process associated with

the compilation of this Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS have been the Association of Village Council

Presidents (AVCP) and the Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc. (TCC), regional non-profit corporations that

provide health, social, education, and community services to Alaska Native villages within Western Alaska

and the Interior regions.  Most of the communities served by these organizations are located along the

Kuskokwim and Yukon Rivers and their tributaries.  Given that potential impacts to these regions focus on

subsistence issues, impacts to these regions are discussed in the following section. 



1“AKN 06: The Draft Programmatic SEIS erroneously indicates that Alaska Native communities do not have a stake in the

management of the groundfish fisheries.  The Draft Programmatic SEIS suggests that because the fisheries occur in the Exclusive

Economic Zone, impacts to Alaska Native subsistence are few.  This is not the case and should be revised.”  A second general

category of comment “AKN 11: NMFS should establish marine protected areas which include provision for traditional Alaska

Native subsistence uses.” is not addressed in this section, but rather is encompassed in the marine protected areas discussion, and

will be added to this section after consultation with authors of the broader Marine Protected Areas and Essential Fish Habitat analyses.
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3.4 Subsistence Issues

The discussion of subsistence has been expanded from what appeared in the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS,

which drew public comment for its general nature.1  A new section has been added and subsistence issues are

now treated at some length in the revised Programmatic SEIS.

Potential effects of the proposed alternative on subsistence use of natural resources may be usefully split into

five main sections, each of which is summarized below:

C potential effects on groundfish subsistence use;

C potential effects of commercial groundfish fisheries on subsistence use of Steller sea lions;

C salmon bycatch in the groundfish fishery and associated impacts to subsistence salmon fishing;

C general ecosystem concerns about volume of fishery removals; and

C indirect impacts on other subsistence activities, including join t production and income-related

impacts.

3.4.1 Effects on Groundfish Subsistence

There is a relatively low level of subsistence activity associated with groundfish species targeted for

commercial harvest.  For the communities profiled, the best available information indicates that groundfish

made up less than 10 percent of total subsistence take, and ranged far behind salmon and other non-salmon

fish. There are no indications that ongoing commercial harvest is adversely affecting groundfish-specific

subsistence activities.  Further, Alternative 1 policy and current FMP do not restrict subsistence fishing

directly. As a result, no significant impacts to groundfish subsistence are anticipated under any of the

Alternatives. Therefore, effects of the Alternatives on groundfish subsistence will not be discussed further

in this document. 

3.4.2 Effects on Subsistence Use of Steller Sea Lions

The effects of Alternative 1 on Steller sea lion subsistence use are less straightforward than is the case for

groundfish subsistence use.  The subsistence harvest of Steller sea lions has declined substantially since 1992,

over the same time period that the overall population of Steller sea lions was declining, as discussed in

Section 3.9.5.3 of the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS.  However, the relationship between the two is not clear.

Furthermore, the complex connections between commercial groundfish fisheries and the decline in Steller

sea lion population, discussed at length in the body of the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, render the analysis

of impacts of commercial fishing on Steller sea lion based subsistence problematic.  It is evident though, that

both of these relationships are important for assessing the potential effects of Alternative 1 on the subsistence

use of Steller sea lions. This effect will be true for each of the four policy alternatives. 



2 AKN 10: The Draft Programmatic SEIS fails to analyze the issue of salmon bycatch, which is seriously impacting Alaska

Native subsistence. The salmon discarded in the groundfish fisheries are jeopardizing subsistence harvests.  This issue must be

addressed in the revised document.

SEPTEMBER 2003 APPENDIX F-9  –  QA  PAPER:  ALASKA NATIVE ISSUES

F-9-18

To the extent that Alternative 1 does not indirectly result in restrictions on existing opportunities or abilities

to take Steller sea lions for subsistence purposes, it will have no direct adverse effects upon subsistence uses

of Steller sea lions.  If current levels of groundfish fishing are causing a decline in the Steller sea lion

population, the fisheries could be indirectly contributing to the declining trend in subsistence harvest and use

of the Steller sea lion that has occurred in recent years.  Thus, to the extent that the design or mitigation

strategies contained in Alternative 1 achieve the intended protection of Steller sea lion populations, the

alternative will have neutral to positive effects on the subsistence use of that resource.  More precise

assessments are not possible, given the quality and quantity of information available, although it is probable

that subsistence harvest levels will not be significantly changed by the projected potential changes in the

Steller sea lion population resulting from Alternative 1. This is due to the complex dynamics involved in the

existing conditions surrounding contemporary subsistence harvest of these animals, as developed in detail

in Section 3.9.5.3 of the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS.

Even relatively large changes in Steller sea lion populations may not be accompanied by changes in the rate

of subsistence use.  Although subsistence harvest is to some degree related to the total population (and

density) of animals to be taken, other factors also affect the rate of harvest, especially at low population

levels.  Unfortunately, little is known about these relationships, so the threshold at which the population is

no longer perceived as “low” is not clear.  Further, while anecdotal information suggests that there are long

term, intergenerational changes occurring, no detailed information exists on changes in cultural preferences

for, and uses of, traditional marine-mammal-based foods.  A number of other variables, such as negotiated

agreements,  may also influence long-term trends. 

When examining impacts on a community level, it is important to note that of all the communities identified

in the text of the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS as having a documented Steller sea lion harvest, only Akutan

and Unalaska are identified as “regionally important groundfish communities” with substantial direct

participation in the fishery.  In other words, where use of Steller sea lions is iden tified as important to the

community subsistence base, the commercial groundfish fishery is generally not, and vice versa.  

3.4.3 Effects on Subsistence Salmon Fisheries

Salmon bycatch in Alaska groundfish fisheries has been an ongoing management issue for the Alaska

groundfish fisheries and has been a concern repeatedly noted in the public comment process for this

Programmatic SEIS.2  This concern focuses on the recent status of the western Alaska stocks and the

contribution of salmon bycatch to decreasing subsistence harvests.  The following sections on historic and

current subsistence salmon harvest are summarized from the most recent data from this area supplied by the

ADF&G, Subsistence Division’s “Alaska Subsistence Fisheries 1999 Annual Report.”

In 1999, fisheries in four management areas accounted for 77 percent of the total subsistence salmon harvest

statewide. These were Yukon (232,070 salmon; 25 percent of the statewide total); Kuskokwim (202,413

salmon; 21 percent); Northwest Alaska (154,294 salmon; 16 percent); and Bristol Bay (143,756 salmon; 15

percent).  The total estimated salmon subsistence harvest in Alaska in 1999 was 975,617 fish based on annual

harvest assessment programs.  
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The bycatch species of most concern in the groundfish fishery are chinook and chum, and of these two,

chinook is considered a much larger potential problem.  In 1999, the largest subsistence harvests of chinook

salmon occurred in the Kuskokwim Area (77,660 salmon; 50 percent of the statewide total), followed by

Yukon (50,515 salmon; 33 percent), Bristol Bay (13,009 salmon; 8 percent); and Northwest (6,242 salmon;

4 percent).  Three areas dominated the subsistence chum salmon harvest in 1999: Yukon (162,670 salmon;

48 percent of the statewide harvest), Northwest (115,676 salmon; 34 percent), and Kuskokwim (47,612

salmon; 14 percent).  Given that the majority of salmon subsistence harvest occurs in the Yukon and

Kuskokwim areas, the following discussion will focus on these areas.

Yukon Area

As in the past, today’s residents of the Yukon River area rely heavily on fish for food. While non-salmon

species provide an important component of the overall fish harvest, salmon comprises the bulk of the total

subsistence fish harvested. Although four salmon species are harvested in the Yukon drainage subsistence

fishery, chinook, chum, and coho salmon comprise the majority of the subsistence harvests. In portions of

the drainage, subsistence harvests of some species, especially chum and chinook salmon, are substantial.

Often subsistence harvests far exceed commercial harvests.

Depending on the drainage area, subsistence fishing occurs from late May through early October.  Fishing

activities are either based from a fish camp or from the home village.  Fishing patterns and preferred sites vary

from community to community. Extended family groups, typically representing several households, often

undertake subsistence salmon fishing and typically cooperate to harvest, process, preserve, and store salmon

for subsistence use.

In 1999, it is estimated that 2,888 households participated in the fishery, and as shown in Table 2 these

households were distributed over a large number of communities that are in turn spread across a wide

geographic region.  The estimated 1999 total subsistence salmon harvest for the Yukon area broken down by

species included chinook 50,515 chinook (22 percent), 79,250 summer chum (34 percent), 83,420 fall chum

(35 percent), 19,984 coho (9  percent), and 681 pink salmon (0 .3 percent).  There has been considerable

variation from year-to-year, however, as shown in Table 3. However, these numbers show that chum and

coho salmon were significantly down for 1998 and 1999. 

Kuskokwim Area

The harvest of fish and wildlife for subsistence use is an important component of the mixed subsistence-cash

economy throughout the Kuskokwim area.  The subsistence salmon fishery in the region is one of the largest

and most important in the state.  M any other households, which are not directly involved in catching

salmon,participate by assisting family and friends with cutting, drying, smoking, and associated preservation

activities (salting, canning and freezing). ADF&G Subsistence Division studies in the region indicate that fish

contribute as much as 85 percent of the total pounds of fish and wildlife harvested in a community annually,

and salmon as much as 53 percent of the total annual harvest (Coffing 1991).
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Table 2. 1999 subsistence salmon household/permit totals by community, Yukon management

area

Community

Households/

Permits

Total Community

Households/

Permits

Total Community

Households/

Permits

Total

Alakanuk 128 Grayling 51 Nunam Iqua

(Sheldon's Point)

35

Alatna 12 Healy 8 Pilot Station 95

Allakaket 54 Holy Cross 66 Pitka's Point 26

Anvik 40 Hooper Bay 194 Rampart 29

Beaver 32 Hughes 24 Ruby 73

Bettles 20 Huslia 84 Russian Mission 57

Birch Creek 14 Kaltag 57 Saint Mary's 118

Central 12 Kotlik 90 Scammon Bay 76

Chalkyitsik 35 Koyukuk 38 Shageluk 32

Circle 21 Manley Hot

Springs

16 Stevens Village 31

Eagle 65 Marshall 68 Tanana 122

Emmonak 157 Minto 65 Venetie 54

Fairbanks 95 Mountain

Village

151 Other Alaska

Communities

54

Fort Yukon 173 Nenana 33 Totals 2,888

Galena 183 Nulato 100

Table 3. Historic subsistence salmon harvests: Yukon management area

Year

Estimated Salmon Harvest

Chinook Summer Chum Fall Chum Coho Total

1990 48,587 115,609 167,900 43,460 375,556

1991 46,773 118,540 145,524 37,388 348,225

1992 47,077 142,192 107,808 51,980 349,057

1993 63,915 125,574 76,882 15,812 282,183

1994 53,902 124,807 123,565 41,775 344,049

1995 50,620 136,083 130,860 28,377 345,940

1996 45,671 124,738 129,258 30,404 330,071

1997 57,117 112,820 95,141 23,945 289,023

1998 54,124 87,366 62,901 18,121 222,512

1999 50,515 79,250 83,420 19,984 233,169

1995-1999 Average 51,609 108,051 100,316 24,166 284,143

1990-1999 Average 51,830 116,698 112,326 31,125 311,978

1975-1999 Average 42,113 184,387 136,889 29,713 365,499
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There were 37 communities consisting of approximately 4,200 households with permits within the

Kuskokwim area for the 1999 salmon subsistence fishery, as shown in Table 3.  The 1999 total subsistence

salmon harvest estimates for the Kuskokwim area were 77,660 Chinook, 47,612 chum, 49,388 sockeye, and

27,753 coho salmon.  As was the case in the Yukon area, considerable variation is seen from year to year, as

shown in Table 4, and the 1998-1999 harvest levels were significantly below the ten-year average.  The

historic salmon harvest for the Kuskokwim area is presented in Table 5.

Table 4. 1999 subsistence salmon harvests by community Kuskokwim area

Community

Households/

Permits

Total Community

Households/

Permits

Total Community

Households/

Permits

Total

Akiachak 119 Kongiganak 71 Oscarville 15

Akiak 58 Kwethluk 142 Platinum 19

Aniak 163 Kwigillingok 95 Quinhagak 132

Atmautluak 53 Lime Village 17 Red Devil 18

Bethel 1,508 Lower Kalskag 63 Sleetmute 35

Chefornak 94 McGrath 100 Stony River 16

Chuathbaluk 28 Mekoryuk 92 Takotna 14

Crooked Creek 30 Napakiak 73 Telida 2

Eek 67 Napaskiak 74 Toksook Bay 133

Goodnews Bay 53 Newtok 80 Tuluksak 72

Kalskag

(Upper)

53 Nightmute 67 Tuntutuliak 74

Kasigluk 136 Nikolai 29 Tununak 109

Kipnuk 176 Nunapitchuk 100 Totals 4,180

Table 5. Historic subsistence salmon harvest Kuskokwim area

Year

Estimated Salmon Harvest

Chinook Sockeye Chum Coho

"Small

Salmon" Total Salmon

1990 92,678 39,662 131,469 50,713 221,844 314,522

1991 90,224 56,404 96,308 55,581 208,293 298,517

1992 68,665 34,159 99,576 44,496 178,231 246,896

1993 91,721 51,363 61,726 35,295 148,384 240,105

1994 98,378 39,279 76,951 36,504 152,734 251,112

1995 100,159 28,622 68,942 39,165 136,729 236,888

1996 81,598 35,036 90,238 34,698 159,972 241,570

1997 85,506 41,270 40,976 30,714 112,960 198,466

1998 86,115 37,578 67,665 27,239 132,482 218,597

1999 77,660 49,388 47,612 27,753 124,753 202,413

1960-1999 Average 57,887 NA NA NA 186,232 244,118

1995-1999 Average 86,208 38,379 63,087 31,914 133,379 219,587

1990-1999 Average 87,270 41,276 78,146 38,216 157,638 244,909
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Salmon Bycatch under Groundfish Fishery Existing Conditions

The issue of salmon bycatch is presented in more detail in the bycatch qualitative analysis paper. The five

species of Pacific salmon are divided into two FMP bycatch management groups: chinook salmon, and

“other” salmon (chum, sockeye, coho, pink). (Steelhead trout have not been observed recently in either the

BSAI or GOA and were not considered in that assessment).  All groundfish fisheries in the BSAI and GOA

are prohibited from retaining any species of salmon except for those retained under the Voluntary Salmon

Donation Program that authorizes their retention for local food banks (BSAI FMP Amendment 26, GOA FMP

Amendment 29). In 1999, over 3 million pounds of salmon were donated.

Of the five salmon species, only the bycatch of chinook and chum salmon is of any serious concern in the

BSAI and GOA. Pink, coho, and sockeye salmon populations in Alaska are considered healthy, and bycatch

in the groundfish fisheries represents only a minuscule portion of state harvests and overall population size.

These three species also are small components of bycatch in the groundfish fishery relative to chinook and

chum salmon. 

While the overall bycatch of chinook and chum salmon is also very small relative to state harvests, bycatch

take could pose a threat to specific stocks (rivers of origin). A recent paper by W itherell et al. (2000) provides

a compilation of the latest data on Alaska groundfish fisheries salmon bycatch under existing conditions:

Bycatch is primarily juvenile salmon that are one or two years away from returning to the

river of origin as adults. The origin of salmon taken as bycatch includes rivers in western

Alaska, Southcentral and Southeast Alaska, Asia, British Columbia, and Washington.

Analysis indicates that an incidental catch of 30,000 chinook salmon in the Bering Sea and

Aleutian Islands groundfish trawl fisheries equates to about 14,581 adult chinook salmon

from western Alaska.  Similarly, a bycatch of 60,000 chum salmon in the Bering Sea and

Aleutian Islands groundfish trawl fisheries equates to about 13,120 adult chum salmon from

western Alaska.  We estimated that, on average, salmon bycatch in the Bering Sea and

Aleutian Islands groundfish trawl fisheries reduced the western Alaska chum salmon run by

less than 0.2%, and reduced the western Alaska chinook salmon run by less than 2.7%.

Impacts of salmon bycatch from the Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fisheries cannot be

estimated at this time (Witherell, Ackley, and Coon 2002).

Some western stocks of chinook and chum salmon are currently depressed. In 2000, there were fishing

closures in the Yukon and Kuskokwim River systems, and it is possible that ADF&G escapement goals may

not be realized over the immediate future. If individual stocks become so depressed that full closure of direct

fisheries is insufficient to enable a rebound in the population, then any additional mortality, including

bycatch, could negatively impact the stock. It is estimated that 58-70 percent of chinook salmon bycatch in

the BSAI groundfish fisheries may originate from western Alaska stocks, but it is unknown what proportion

of these salmon are specifically from depressed stocks. Analysts contend that there is insufficient information

to determine the effects of BSAI bycatch and PSC limits on specific at-risk stocks within this western group.

Under BSAI FMP Amendment 21b, the PSC limit represents about 19.2 to 36.9 percent of the combined

Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay chinook salmon landings reported between 1997 and 1999. This

is a substantial portion of the domestic harvest.  In 1999, the NPFMC adopted BSAI FMP Amendment 58

to (1) further reduce the chinook salmon bycatch limit from 48,000 to 29,000 fish over a four-year period,

(2) implement year-round accounting of chinook salmon bycatch in the pollock fishery, (3) revise the
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boundaries of the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas, and (4) set more restrictive closure dates. This reduced

PSC limit represents about 11.6 to 22.3 percent of the combined Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay

chinook salmon landings reported between 1997 and 1999.  PSC limits have not been established for salmon

in the GOA, nor is bycatch considered a potential problem for GOA subsistence fisheries under existing

conditions.  Some western Alaska stocks of chum salmon are also depressed, but analysts estimate that only

about 19 percent of chum salmon bycatch in the BSAI is from western stocks. Because this is equivalent to

only 1.3 to 1.5 percent of the combined Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay chum salmon landings

reported between 1997 and 1999, bycatch represents a tiny fraction of landings even for depressed stocks.

The quantitative assessment of bycatch and the relationship of bycatch to individual salmon stocks are

discussed in detail in the Bycatch Qualitative Analysis Paper, as well as in the Draft Programmatic SEIS. It

is apparent that this analysis conflicts with views held by a significant number of Alaska Native entities and

individuals participating in the public involvement process. The degree to which this divergence of opinion

is based in the different approaches of scientific analysis and Traditional Knowledge is unknown. Whatever

the specific origin of this divergence, it is acknowledged that this conflict in viewpoint exists.

Under Alternative 1, the amount of salmon bycatch and associated impacts to western Alaska stocks would

appear relatively low, and adverse impacts on subsistence would therefore not be significant. However,

salmon bycatch is nonetheless a contentious issue given the current state of some of the salmon fisheries.  For

example, in 2000, "salmon returns throughout the Yukon and Kuskokwim River drainages and the entirety

of Norton Sound were less than 50 percent of the 20-year average" (D. Eggers, ADF&G Juneau, personal

communication, cited in Witherell et al. 2002).  These and correspondingly adverse conditions in the Bristol

Bay sockeye fishery have led the state to constrain commercial, recreational, and subsistence harvests, and

in 1998, 1999, and 2000, economic disaster was formally declared for western Alaska based on collapsed

salmon runs (Witherell et al. 2002).  While year-to-year fluctuations are common (more so in the GOA than

in BSAI fisheries), in recent years chum salmon bycatch in the BSAI has remained fairly stable.  However,

BSAI chinook bycatch increased in 2001 to about 7 percent above the 1990-2001 annual average (Witherell

et al. 2002).  Given the existing conditions in the salmon fisheries and the specific importance of salmon to

overall subsistence take, the cause of public concern voiced by Alaska Natives over salmon bycatch in the

Alaska groundfish fisheries is readily apparent. However, this concern does not appear to be supported by

existing quantitative data and analysis. 

It is also important to note that adverse subsistence salmon conditions in western Alaska are having a

regulatory impact on commercial salmon fisheries in Alaska Native groundfish communities elsewhere.

Specifically, Area M, which includes both the north and south sides of the western end of the Alaska

Peninsula as well as the eastern part of the Aleutian Islands, has faced commercial restrictions designed to

decrease the interception of western Alaska salmon while targeting Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula salmon

stocks.  These restrictions have had a marked negative impact on the communities of King Cove and Sand

Point, two Alaska Native communities directly involved groundfish communities, as discussed in Section

3.9.3 of this Programmatic SEIS.

3.4.4 Indirect Impacts on Other Subsistence Activities

Beyond direct use of groundfish and Steller sea lions as subsistence resources and potential bycatch-related

impacts to subsistence salmon fisheries, the Alternative 1 policy or FMP could have indirect impacts on other

subsistence pursuits.  These types of impacts fall into two main categories:
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C Impacts to other subsistence pursuits as a result of loss of income from the commercial groundfish

fishery.  This income could be used to purchase fuel, vehicles, other subsistence related gear, or

otherwise offset expenses required to engage in a range of subsistence pursuits. 

C Impacts to other subsistence pursuits as a result of the loss of opportunity to use commercial fishing

gear and vessels for subsistence pursuits, where these assets are used in such a manner that

commercial and subsistence catches are jointly produced, based on shared use of fixed and variable

inputs.

The variables that influence these indirect impacts are numerous and complex.  Although some impacts are

likely to accrue to a limited number of communities that participate directly in the fishery, quantification of

these impacts is problematic.  Impacts to subsistence in communities that participate in the fishery primarily

through investment and control of quota (the CDQ communities) could occur through loss of income that

would be directed toward subsistence pursuits, but quantification of these impacts is also problematic.

It is also important to note that the geographic distribution of these potential impacts varies widely.  Joint

production impacts are confined to those individuals who own or have immediate access to vessels

participating in the groundfish fisheries.  The impacts of a potential loss of income would fall on a larger

group of individuals, many of whom may live significant distances away from the coastal communities where

commercial vessels are home ported.  It should also be noted that these are both still relatively constrained

areas compared to the potential subsistence salmon impacts discussed above.  Though their geographic base

may be narrow, the impacts on families may be much more immediate and of greater magnitude.

Income-Related Indirect Subsistence Impacts

The potential loss of income resulting in funds not being available for subsistence pursuits is a very complex

issue.  Below are some facets of the various issues involved.

C Loss of income can impact everyone associated with the fishery, and people associated with the

fishery live in communities ranging across Alaska and the Pacific Northwest.

C Income specifically contributed by groundfish pursuits may be a larger or smaller proportion of funds

used for subsistence by individuals or families.

C The relationship between loss of income and specific subsistence outcomes is not entirely

straightforward. 

C Field experience would indicate that subsistence strategies are, at least in part, flexible in nature and

are readily adapted to the level of cash flow available. 

C Income associated with the groundfish fishery can derive from direct participation through

employment, investment in vessels or processors, and/or through  control of quota, such as through

CDQ related revenues.  

C CDQ communities represent a special case by being the only communities where fisheries

subsistence is heavily practiced and where benefits from the fishery are primarily derived through

investment and control of quota.



3 AKN 09: Commercial fishing provides a platform that supports subsistence activities.  The commercial fisheries form the basis

of continuing cultural health in many Alaska Native communities.  The economic infrastructure of the commercial fisheries provides

the requisite foundation for a subsistence lifestyle.  The Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS should acknowledge this and revise its

analysis accordingly.
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C Different CDQ groups have chosen different organizational structures and strategies for using funds

derived from the program and have had varying degrees of success with their investments.  As a

result, there are different levels of individual and family income in different CDQ communities.  

C CDQ programs focused on employment and training may, in turn, indirectly influence individual

subsistence spending and participation decisions.

No loss of income related to subsistence impacts is anticipated under the Alternative 1 policy or the current

FMP.

Joint Production Related Subsistence Im pacts

The second type of potential impact, loss of opportunity for joint production, applies to groundfish

communities with direct participation in the fishery (i.e., only vessels that currently participate in the

commercial fishery can be used for joint production).  This type of impact was noted in public comment on

the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS.3

In general, there is little information on joint production within the groundfish fishery.  Below are some

general points about the vessels involved, followed by points about the communities involved.

C Not all vessels in the commercial groundfish fishery are also used for subsistence.

C Depending on the community involved, a greater or lesser proportion of the commercial fleet

engaged in the local commercial groundfish fishery is owned and operated by non-residents.

C Joint production can  occur in at least two fundamentally different ways.  Subsistence fish can be

retained during commercial trips, or separate trips using the commercial vessel and gear may be made

for subsistence harvests.  

C As a general rule, trips specifically dedicated to subsistence are not economical for the larger vessels

engaged in the groundfish fishery.  However, for the large vessels based in subsistence communities,

dedicated trips for subsistence fishing may be unusual, but it is known from field interviews that

some other subsistence use may occur.

C Smaller vessels are most likely to be involved in joint production. Though the number of joint

production vessels is unknown, nearly all of the smaller class vessels that engage in the groundfish

fishery are also involved in some combination of (or all of) the salmon, halibut, sablefish, and herring

subsistence fisheries.

C For those small vessels engaging in other fisheries in addition to the groundfish fishery, the time of

the year that the vessel is available for joint production may decrease if the reduction of the

commercial groundfish fishery were of a sufficient magnitude. 
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C In practical terms, joint production opportunities also vary by gear type.  Although quantitative data

are slim, knowledge of the industry suggests that little subsistence takes place using trawl vessels

compared to other gear types.  Am ong the fixed gear classes, much more time is directed toward

sablefish, salmon, and herring than is devoted to groundfish; therefore the joint production

opportunities in this class would remain relatively high independent of the groundfish management

alternative chosen.

C Field observations indicate that different individuals look at the balance between commercial and

subsistence catches during times of scarcity or forced decision-making in very different ways. 

C CDQ-owned vessels that participate in the groundfish fishery usually do not participate in subsistence

activities. 

In terms of communities, the potential for significant social or community level impacts resulting from

indirect effects of any of the alternatives on subsistence through loss of direct income (exclusive of CDQ

considerations) or joint production opportunities is only anticipated in Unalaska, Akutan, King Cove, Sand

Point, and Kodiak.  As outlined below, joint production impacts are only considered likely for a subset of

these communities.

C In the case of Unalaska, none of the large commercial vessels that deliver groundfish to the local

processing plants are owned or crewed by residents of the community.  There is a small boat fleet

from the community that does jig for cod, and the opportunity would continue to exist for joint

commercial/subsistence production. In terms of the number of participants, this fleet has seen growth

and decline in recent years. There was also some longline groundfish activity by small boats, but the

level of effort in federal waters is difficult to assess with current data.

C In Akutan, like Unalaska, the fleet delivering to the local processing facility is a non-resident fleet

and the resident fleet from the traditional community is essentially not engaged in the commercial

groundfish fishery.  Therefore, there would be no joint production impacts from any of the

alternatives.

C In the case of Sand Point and King Cove, local vessels less than 68 feet are likely to engage in

subsistence. Although data are not available to quantify potential impacts of this nature, it would

appear likely that if income of larger vessels (i.e., those in the Trawl Catcher Vessel non-American

Fisheries Act/Trawl Catcher Vessel 60/Pot Catcher Vessel classes and some in the Fixed Gear

Catcher Vessel 33-59 ft vessel class) goes down significantly because of any particular alternative,

it will be more difficult for vessel owners and operators to justify using their large vessel for certain

types of subsistence activities.

C Given the concentration of the fleet in Kodiak, and the inherent tendency of smaller vessels (such as

those in the smaller villages as well as that portion of the Kodiak fleet) to be less specialized (and

therefore have more joint production opportunities), whatever indirect subsistence impacts that do

occur in this region as a result of the alternative frameworks are likely to be concentrated in the City

of Kodiak itself.

In summary, the indirect impact of Alternative 1 policy or the current FMP on subsistence is difficult to assess

for the reasons discussed in this section.  Impacts associated with lost joint production opportunities are likely
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to be concentrated among small vessel owners in a relatively small number of communities. Indirect impacts

associated with loss of income may affect subsistence pursuits in a wider range of communities, including

the CDQ communities.  Significant adverse impacts are not anticipated under Alternative 1 or its FMPs. 

3.5 Alaska Native Environmental Justice Issues

Concerns regarding environmental equity are generally termed “environmental justice.” Environmental

Justice can also be defined as “the determination of equal justice and equal protection under the law for all

environmental statutes and regulations without discrimination based on race, ethnicity, and /or socioeconomic

status” (Bryant, 2001).  Environmental Justice issues encompass a broad range of impacts including those

on the natural and physical environment and related social, cultural, and economic effects. EO 12898 (1994)

requires each federal agency to achieve Environmental Justice by addressing “disproportionately high and

adverse human health and environmental effects on minority and low-income populations.” Environmental

Justice impacts are not highlighted as an objective of any of the four policy alternatives that are being

analyzed in this Programmatic SEIS.  However, as Alaska Native populations may be affected by future

policy objectives, it is important to consider these effects.  Environmental Justice impacts were not

highlighted in the Draft 2001 Programmatic  SEIS, either for minority populations and low-income

populations in general, or for Alaska Native populations in particular.  This omission was a focus of public

comment.

To address this shortcoming, a description of existing conditions concerning Environmental Justice was added

to the Programmatic SEIS.  The following sections provide an overview of differing Environmental Justice

impacts by CDQ and non-CDQ regions.

3.5.1 Community Development Quota Region as Low-Income and Minority Population and

Environmental Justice Related Im pacts

The purpose of the CDQ program is to facilitate the participation of BSAI community residents in the BSAI

fishery, as a means to develop local community infrastructure and increase general community and individual

economic and social well-being. CDQ communities are by definition predominantly Alaska Native villages,

as shown in Table 6.  Alaska Native residents comprise 86.8 percent of the combined total population of all

CDQ communities.  They are remote, isolated settlements with few natural assets with which to develop and

sustain a viable diversified economic base. As a result, economic opportunities have been few, unemployment

rates have been chronically high, and communities (and the region) have been economically depressed.

While these communities border some of the richest fishing grounds in the world, they have largely been

unable to take advantage of these opportunities. The full domestication of the BSAI fisheries occurred

relatively quickly.  However, the very high capital investment required to compete in these fisheries precluded

small communities from participating in their development. The CDQ program serves to ameliorate some of

these circumstances by extending an opportunity to qualifying communities to directly benefit from the

productive harvest and use of these publicly owned resources.

The sixty-five coastal communities currently eligible to participate in the CDQ program are organized into

six CDQ groups, with between one and 21 communities in  each group. The CDQ communities are

geographically dispersed, extending westward to Atka, on the Aleutian chain, and northward along the Bering

coast to the village of Wales, near the Arctic Circle.  Table 6 summarizes the six CDQ groups in terms of their

approximate populations. The total population of the 65 CDQ communities in 2000 was estimated to be just
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Table 6. Alaska Native percentage of total community population, Alaska CDQ communities,

2000

Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Coastal Villages Fishing Cooperative (Continued)

 Development Association Mekoryuk 96.7%

Akutan 16.4% Napakiak 96.6%

Atka 91.3% Napaskiak 98.2%

False Pass 65.6% Newtok 96.9%

Nelson Lagoon 81.9% Nightmute 94.7%

Nikolski 69.2% Oscarville 100.0%

Saint George 92.1% Platinum 92.7%

Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation Quinhagak 97.3%

Aleknagik 84.6% Scammon Bay 97.4%

Clark’s Point 92.0% Toksook Bay 97.6%

Dillingham 60.9% Tuntutuliak 98.9%

Egegik 76.7% Tununak 96.9%

Ekuk 0.0% Norton Sound Economic Development 

Ekwok 93.8% Corporation

King Salmon 30.1% Brevig Mission 92.0%

Levelock 95.1% Diomede 93.8%

Manokotak 94.7% Elim 94.9%

Naknek 47.1% Gambell 95.8%

Pilot Point 86.0% Golovin 92.4%

Port Heiden 78.2% Koyuk 94.3%

Portage Creek 86.1% Nome 58.7%

South Naknek 83.9% Saint Michael 93.2%

Togiak 92.7% Savoonga 95.5%

Twin Hills 94.2% Shaktoolik 94.8%

Ugashik 81.8% Stebbins 94.7%

Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association Teller 92.5%

St. Paul 86.5% Unalakleet 87.7%

Coastal Villages Fishing Cooperative Wales 90.1%

Chefornak 98.0% White Mountain 86.2%

Chevak 95.9% Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association

Eek 96.8% Alakanuk 97.9%

Goodnews Bay 93.9% Emmonak 93.9%

Hooper Bay 95.8% Grayling 91.8%

Kipnuk 98.0% Kotlik 96.1%

Kongiganak 97.2% Mountain Village 93.5%

Kwigillingok 97.9% Nunam Iqua 93.9%

Total All Villages 86.8%

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau Census 2000
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over 27,000.  However, this population figure may include a substantial number of individuals who are not

year-round residents (Table 7). The administrative offices of CDQ groups tend to be located in regional hub

communities, near government or industry partner offices, and/or near community or other ongoing projects.

Table 7. CDQ group populations (2000)

CDQ Group 2000 Population*

Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association 1,143

Bristol Bay Economic Development corporation 5,932

Central Bering Sea Fisherman’s Association 532

Coastal Villages Region Fund 7,855

Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation 8,488

Yukon Delta Fisherman’s Development Association 3,123

Total 27,073

* The population estimate may include individuals who are not year-round residents.

Source: DCED 2001, U.S. Census, 2000

To the extent that subsistence in the CDQ region experiences other adverse impacts, however, no significant

adverse Environmental Justice impacts associated with income or joint production loss are anticipated under

Alternative 1. These impacts could occur as a result of loss of income that would otherwise be applied to

subsistence pursuits or as a result of the loss of subsistence opportunities through loss of joint production

opportunities or through adverse impacts to subsistence resources themselves (as in the case of salmon

bycatch).  These would be considered Environmental Justice impacts to the Alaska Native CDQ communities

independent of (or at least not directly related to) impacts to the CDQ program itself.

3.5.2 Non-Community Developm ent Quota Alaska Native Environm ental Justice Issues  

Groundfish Communities

This discussion in this section is organized into six different topical areas as outlined below.  This

organization reflects the complexity of the Environmental Justice issue for the Alaska groundfish fishery, the

range of regions and communities that may experience impacts, and the complex nature of ties of specific

regions and communities to different sectors of the fishery, all of which have implications for Environmental

Justice outcomes. Each topic is discussed in turn, and includes conclusions by region and alternative,

consistent with the organization of the social impact analysis sections in the main body of the Programmatic

SEIS. The individual topics are:

C community level Environmental Justice impacts;

C catcher vessel fleet related Environmental Justice impacts;

C catcher-processor fleet related Environmental Justice impacts;

C shore processor related Environmental Justice impacts;

C CDQ related Environmental Justice impacts; and

C subsistence related Environmental Justice impacts.
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Groundfish Community Level Environmental Justice Impacts

For the Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands region, alternatives projected to significantly reduce participation

in pollock and Pacific cod fisheries would result in significant and profound impacts to those communities

in the region most engaged in the fishery: Unalaska, Akutan, King Cove, and Sand Point.  Beyond impacts

to the fisheries-related sector of the economy, impacts would ripple through other sectors of the local

economy.  The degree to which other sectors would decline depends upon the relative level of integration of

the processing and harvesting sectors with the rest of the community economy and the diversity within the

fisheries-specific portion of the economy.  Unalaska, with its substantial support service sector, would

experience additional impacts, but this would not necessarily disproportionately impact Alaska Natives

(outside of, perhaps, local Native Corporation enterprises). 

Fisheries-related local government revenues would also decline significantly, with the specific amount

depending on the local tax structure. Given that King Cove and Sand Point are communities where Alaska

Natives constitute a plurality, these potential adverse impacts are an Environmental Justice issue, as they

would disproportionately accrue to a minority population. Akutan, with its unique dual traditional

community/large groundfish plant industrial enclave structure, plus its CDQ engagement would also likely

experience Environmental Justice impacts, but the local fishery support sectors are relatively undeveloped

compared to the other regional groundfish communities. Other predominately Alaska Native communities

of the AEB would experience a substantial decline in groundfish-related tax revenue with a groundfish fishery

decline, and economic opportunities are generally limited in these communities.  None of these types of

impacts is anticipated under the Alternative 1 policy or the current FMP.

For the Kodiak region, commercial groundfish activity is highly concentrated in the City of Kodiak itself, a

largely non-Native community.  All regional groundfish processors, except one, are located there, as are 87

percent of the regionally owned catcher vessels that, in turn, account for fully 95 percent of the total ex-vessel

value of the regionally owned fleet over the period from 1992 to 2000.  As the Alternative 1 policy does not

cause a reduction in Kodiak production and Alaska Native participation in the groundfish fishery, no Alaska

Native Environmental Justice impacts are anticipated to result from Alternative 1 policy of the current FMPs.

For the Southcentral and Southeast Alaska regions, the Washington inland waters region, and the Oregon

coast region, none of the alternatives is anticipated to result in adverse impacts at the community level.

Therefore, Alternative 1 is not considered likely produce Environmental Justice concerns in these regions for

any low-income or minority population, including Alaska Natives.

Catcher Vessel Fleet Related Environmental Justice Impacts

Resident owners and crews of the catcher vessel fleet in the Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands region are

assumed to be representative of the overall population of their communities.  Given that assumption,

alternatives resulting in adverse impacts to regional catcher vessels would create Environmental Justice

impacts and disproportionately accrue to a minority (Alaska Native) population in the region, as would be

the case in the communities of King Cove and Sand Point.  These communities together accounted for 72

percent of all regionally owned groundfish vessels and 83 percent of the total regionally owned ex-vessel

groundfish value over the 1992-2000 period (Table 2).

Some disproportionate impacts would also be likely in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, where the local fleet

accounted for 21 percent of all regionally owned groundfish vessels and 14 percent of the total regionally
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owned ex-vessel value during this same time span.  It is not as clear, however, that this would be an

Environmental Justice issue, given the overall demography of the community (less than 8 percent Alaska

Native in 2000), despite the fact that Alaska Native residents may be more likely to be engaged in the catcher

vessel sector of the fishery than is the general population due to length of residence and historical engagement

in fishery activity in general, among other factors.  (Catcher vessels from the Chignik/Peninsula area

communities of Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, Ivanof Bay, and/or Perryville have participated

in the commercial groundfish fishery at higher levels since 1997 than by earlier years, and impacts to this fleet

may be Environmental Justice issues, but data on the fleet are sparse.)  Significant adverse impacts are not

foreseen under the Alternative 1 policy or the current FMP.

With diminishing vessel participation, owners and crew in the Kodiak region will experience significant

impacts similar to the Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands region, but this is not likely to be an Environmental

Justice issue, given the relatively small proportion of Alaska Natives in the overall community population.

However, as would be the case in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Alaska Native residents in the Kodiak region may

be more likely to be engaged in the catcher vessel sector of the fishery than the general population, due to

length of residence and historical engagement in fishery activity, among other factors. 

For catcher vessel owners and crews in the Southcentral and Southeast Alaska regions, there are no

indications that the impacts to Alaska Natives would be adverse. No adverse Environmental Justice impacts

to Alaska Native-owned catcher vessels are anticipated under the Alternative 1 or the current FMPs.

Catcher-Processor Related Environmental Justice Impacts

Workforce populations associated with  the catcher-processor sector are largely associated with the

Washington inland waters region in general, and the greater Seattle area in particular, where majority

ownership of this sector is concentrated.  It is important to note, however, that while individuals recruited

from Washington dominate employment in this overall sector, some of the smaller entities within this sector

are based in the Kodiak region. Alaskan crews and Alaska Native crews specifically, have been the focus of

targeted hiring efforts in the sector for a number of years. This sector’s workforce is significantly different

demographically from the overall population of the greater Seattle area, based on 2000 U.S. Census data for

the community and on industry-reported information for the same year.  While the greater Seattle area is 23

percent minority, this workforce is 63 percent minority, according to industry data.  The minority component

of the various workforces within this sector was largely comprised of individuals of Hispanic or Asian

ancestry.  

Industry data indicate that in 2000, individual reporting entities were anywhere from about 36 percent to

about 86 percent minority (Table 2).  Therefore, any job losses experienced under the various alternatives

would largely be jobs lost by minority workers. This would indicate a disproportionate adverse impact to a

minority population, and therefore is an Environmental Justice impact. However, there is no indication that,

on the sector level, these impacts would cause disproportionate impacts to Alaska Natives, so it is not

considered an Alaska Native Environmental Justice issue.  However, employment associated with the catcher-

processor sector is important to a number of CDQ entities.

Shore Processor Related Environmental Justice Impacts

The workforce populations associated with the shore-based processing plants in the Alaska

Peninsula/Aleutian Islands region are significantly different demographically from the overall populations
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of these communities, based on interpretation of U.S. Census data and on more recent industry-reported

information.  These workforces are largely comprised of minority workers, of primarily either Asian or

Hispanic ancestry.  Industry data indicate that, in 2000, 79 percent of the workers at the plants are minority

individuals, and that individual reporting plants were anywhere from about three-quarters to over 90 percent

minority (Table 3).  While a complete sample of processors was not obtained, it is assumed for the purposes

of this analysis (and, in part, on previous knowledge of the industry) that the large processors in the region

are at least roughly equivalent in their workforce composition with respect to the general proportion of

minority hires, if not in the specific combination of minority groups represented at each processor. 

Significant employment losses at these plants would cause a disproportionately high, adverse impact on a

minority population, and therefore would be considered an Environmental Justice impact.  These impacts

would be further accentuated by the fact that at least some of these workers have limited English language

skills. This, combined with limited opportunities to acquire job skills in other economic sectors, would

indicate that these minority workers would be less able than average American workers to easily gain

employment outside of the seafood industry.  This is not, however, an  Alaska Native issue as even plants in

predominately Alaska Native communities have extremely low Alaska Native employment in their

workforces. This effect is not anticipated under the Alternative 1 policy.

A similar pattern is seen in the Kodiak region, where industry data, though incomplete, suggest that these jobs

are overwhelmingly held by minority workers.  If this pattern holds true, significant processor job losses

would cause a disproportionately high, adverse impact on a minority population, and be considered an

Environmental Justice issue. Again, however, this would not be an Alaska Native issue and is not an

anticipated adverse impact on Alaska Natives resulting from the Alternative 1 policy. 

For the Southcentral and Southeast Alaska regions, the Alternative 1 policy is not anticipated to result in

adverse employment impacts to shore-based processors including Alaska Natives that may work for

processors. Additionally, no Alaska groundfish shore-based processors are located in the Washington inland

waters or Oregon coast regions. Therefore, Environmental Justice is not considered an issue for this sector

in these regions. 

Subsistence Related Environmental Justice Impacts

Subsistence impacts, in general, are an Environmental Justice issue due to the disproportionate involvement

of Alaska Natives in subsistence pursuits (and the exclusive engagement of Alaska Natives in subsistence

activities involving taking of marine mammals).  As noted above, no direct negative impacts on groundfish

subsistence use or Steller sea lion subsistence use are anticipated under Alternative 1.  Indirect impacts, as

a result of lost opportunities for joint commercial and subsistence production, are possible under some

alternatives, however, and would most likely be experienced in King Cove, Sand Point, and Kodiak.  Given

the assumption that the King Cove and Sand Point catcher vessel fleets reflect the overall demographic

structures of those communities, and given that those communities have many Alaska Native residents, to

the degree that joint production impacts are felt, they would likely be Environmental Justice impacts.  For

Kodiak, the white or non-minority residents are the majority, while the Alaska Native component of the

population only accounts for 10 percent of the total population. Therefore, subsistence impacts in this

community are not likely to result in an adverse Environmental Justice issue.  Indirect significant adverse

subsistence impacts resulting from a loss of commercial fisheries income are not likely under Alternative 1,

but these impacts may be felt in a much wider range of communities, and are not possible to quantify with

existing data.
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Disproportionately high, adverse impacts to subsistence are not considered likely for the Southcentral or

Southeast Alaska regions under Alternative 1.  Subsistence impacts are not applicable to the Washington

inland waters region or the Oregon coast region.  

Non-Groundfish Communities

Under the Alternative 1 policy and the current FMPs subsistence impacts could affect non-CDQ communities

and communities that are not directly participating in the groundfish fishery to some degree.  The potentially

affected regions span a large area, such as the Yukon and Kuskokwim regions, and include many

communities.  However, the effects of salmon bycatch on subsistence under the Alternative 1 policy or the

current FMPs do not appear to be significantly adverse.

4.0 Alternative 2: Adopt a More Aggressive Management Policy

4.1 Alaska Native Participation and Consultation in Fish Management

4.1.1 Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the Advisory

Panel

Under the Alternative 2 policy as illustrated by FMP 2.1 and 2.2, Native representation on the NPFMC and

the AP would not change. It is assumed that one member would be appointed for each group to represent

Native interests.

4.1.2 Public Involvement

Public involvement under the Alternative 2 policy would remain the same as described under the Alternative

1 policy, as it is a federal requirement.

4.1.3 Public Review and Comm ent on Fishery Management Plans, Fishery Management Plan

Am endments, and Environmental Impact Statement Documents

Under FMP bookends 2.1 and 2.2, community outreach in relation to public review and comment and scoping

on FMPs, amendments, and EIS, comment analysis and response, and government-to-government

consultation would not change.

4.1.4 Co-Management

The level of co-management under Alternative 2 policy would likely not change from Alternative 1. 

4.1.5 Government-to-Government Consultation Requirements

Under the Alternative 2 policy framework as illustrated by FMPs 2.1 and 2.2, government-to-government

would not change.
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4.2 Traditional Knowledge 

Under the Alternative 2 policy there would be no change from Alternative 1.  Traditional Knowledge obtained

from existing literature and public comments would be used as a source of information for fisheries

management. Under Alternative 2, there is no formal consideration of Traditional Knowledge in the

management of fisheries.  A formal system for collecting and evaluation of Traditional Knowledge

information would not be established by NOAA Fisheries.

4.3 Alaska Native Participation in Regional Fisheries by Regional Setting

4.3.1 Com munity Development Quota Regional Issues

Under the Alternative 2 policy as illustrated by FMP 2.1, as noted in Appendix F-8, Overcapacity discussion

paper, CDQ for species except for pollock and crab would be repealed.  This would clearly have a significant

negative impact on Alaska Native communities in the CDQ region.  The CDQ shares that would be lost

represent about 25 percent of the total shares that were allocated to these communities in 2001.  In 2000, the

percentage of the total royalties generated by non-pollock and non-crab species was about 10 percent, or

about $4 million. As discussed in the TAC discussion paper, however, alternative 2  policy adopts a more

aggressive harvest policy. At least under FM P 2.1, the TAC  of pollock would increase so that the value of

the pollock CDQ may also increase and provide some compensation. Under FMP 2.2, CDQ would not change

from Alternative 1; thus, no adverse impacts are anticipated. 

4.3.2 Non-Community Development Quota Regional Issues

Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community Issues/Direct Participation

No Alaska Native issue-related negative impacts are foreseen for these communities under this alternative.

Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community Issues/no Direct Participation

Impacts to these communities are summarized in Section 4.5 below.

4.4 Subsistence Issues

4.4.1 Steller Sea Lion Subsistence

FMP 2.1 is not anticipated to have any demonstrable impact on Steller sea lion subsistence, for reasons

detailed in the Alternative 1 discussion. Communities experiencing direct adverse fishery impacts due to

groundfish fishing restrictions under FMP 2.2 would not benefit from improved Steller sea lion subsistence

opportunities. 

4.4.2 Salmon Subsistence and Bycatch Related Issues

As discussed in Appendix F-5, Bycatch qualitative analysis paper under Alternative 1, it is possible that

current PSC restrictions in the BSAI management region may not provide adequate protection to some

depleted western chinook salmon stocks. If this is the case, the removal of PSC limits could exacerbate the
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situation and more at-risk chinook salmon might be taken. Further, the status quo PSC limit of 48,000 fish

represents about 19.2 to 36.9 percent of the combined Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay chinook

salmon landings reported between 1997 and 1999.  This is a substantial portion of the domestic harvest.

Elimination of PSC limits would increase these proportions even further.  This could potentially result in

impacts to Alaska Native communities with substantial subsistence salmon fisheries dependent on these

stocks, but further analysis is needed to confirm this possibility.

4.4.3 General Ecosystem Concerns about Volume of Fishery Removals

A more aggressive harvest strategy under this alternative would not impact Alaska Native concerns regarding

this issue.

4.4.4 Other Indirect Subsistence Impacts

Joint Production Subsistence Impacts

More intense fishing efforts under the Alternative 2 policy may increase the opportunity for joint production

opportunities for those continuing to participate in the fishery, but whether or not this impact would provide

a significant benefit is not clear from available data.  

 

Income-Related Subsistence Impacts

As noted in the Alternative 1 discussion, it would not appear to be possible to quantify impacts from changes

of the magnitude anticipated under this alternative.

4.5 Alaska Native Environmental Justice Issues

4.5.1 Community Development Quota as Low-Income and Minority Population

CDQ reductions under this alternative (as noted in Section 4.4.1) would result in Environmental Justice

impacts. These impacts would result from declines in employment and income and in revenues through

royalties from CDQ participation and direct participation in the relevant fisheries. The direct participation

impacts would result from the type of investments made by CDQ entities as described in detail in Section

3.9.4 of the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS. These impacts will disproportionately accrue to the minority and

low-income populations that the CDQ program was explicitly designed to benefit and would qualify as

environmental justice impacts. 

4.5.2 Non-Community Development Quota Alaska Native Environm ental Justice Issues

Groundfish Communities

Community Level

No community level impacts specific to Alaska Native communities are anticipated under Alternative 2 policy

as illustrated by FMPs 2.1 and 2.2.
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Sub-Community Level

No sub-community level impacts specific to Alaska Natives are anticipated under Alternative 2 policy as

illustrated by FMPs 2.1 and 2.2.

Non-Groundfish Communities

If potential impacts to Western and Interior Alaska Native communities noted in Section 4.5.3, such as

depletion of salmon stocks, come to fruition, these would be considered Environmental Justice impacts. 

5.0 Alternative 3: Adopt a More Precautionary Management Policy

5.1 Alaska Native Participation and Consultation in Fisheries Management 

5.1.1 Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the Advisory

Panel

The Alternative 3 policy framework seeks to accelerate the existing precautionary management approach

through community or rights-based management, incorporation of ecosystem-based management principles

and, where appropriate and practicable, increased habitat protection and additional bycatch constraints.

Therefore this alternative requires a more precautionary approach to fisheries management than the current

Alternative 1 policy. Native representation on the NPFMC and the AP under the Alternative 3 policy

framework would increase. Currently, Alaska Natives are represented on both the NPFMC and AP. FMP

bookend 3.2 could provide the mechanism to incorporate an Alaska Native seat on NPFMC and a voluntary

position for non-CDQ Natives in the AP to represent other stakeholders. The MSA defines a position for

Native representation on the Pacific Fishery Management Council. Section 302 Regional Fishery

Management Councils (16 USC 1852, Voting Members (b)(5)(A)), states “The Secretary shall appoint to the

Pacific Council, a group with management authority for fisheries in California, Oregon, Washington, and

Idaho, one representative of an Indian tribe with Federally recognized fishing rights from a list of not less than

3 individuals submitted by the tribal governments. The Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary of the

Interior and tribal governments, shall establish by regulation the procedure for submitting a list under this

subparagraph.” This regulation only applies to the Pacific Fishery Management Council, and is not a

requirement for the NPFMC managing the Alaska groundfish fisheries.

5.1.2 Opportunity for Public Comm ent

Under the Alternative 3 policy as illustrated by the FMP bookends 3.1 and 3.2, Native consultation would

increase. Possible ways to increase public involvement and Native participation could include separate

meetings with Native communities and corporations for input on FMPs and amendments. Currently, the

USFWS Federal Subsistence Program incorporates Alaska Natives in management through ten Regional

Advisory Councils established under Title VIII of ANILCA. These Advisory Councils provide

recommendations and information to the Federal Subsistence Board related to policies and plans for

managing subsistence. Regional Advisory Councils hold their own public meetings to discuss regulations and

allow for local public input. The Regional Councils serve as liaisons between communities and the

Subsistence Board. 
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Under the Alternative 3 policy, NOAA Fisheries and the NPFMC could take advantage of the existing

Regional Councils to begin incorporating more Native input on fisheries management. Regional Advisory

Councils could hold public meetings for FMPs and amendments. NPFM C and AP representatives could

arrange meetings with these communities and corporations to gather input prior to any NPFMC decisions on

fisheries management. Exploration of various methods such as increased personal contact with Alaska Natives

by the NMFS/NPFMC by telephone or in-person; creation or revision of official NMFS/NPFMC Native

policy; and creation of Alaska Native liaison positions in NMFS/NPFMC could be incorporated. The NPFMC

could also solicit input from Native corporations and regional non-profit groups. Exploration of various

methods such as internships for Native students at NMFS/NPFMC (including science centers), funding for

travel to NPFMC meetings, video conferencing, addition of a Native seat on the AP could be incorporated.

These approaches are often used by other federal agencies for projects that may impact Native interests and

has proven to be an effective way to enhance Native participation. 

5.1.3 Co-Management

Co-management under the Alternative 3 policy would increase Native participation in fisheries management.

Native participation in the NPFMC Observer Program could increase their involvement in gathering fisheries

information. Regional Advisory Councils described above could be charged with providing the NPFMC with

regular updates on local needs, concerns, and ideas of how to collaborate on managing the fishery. Providing

communities with more responsibility could create a stronger sense of involvement and potentially reduce

conflict among stakeholders and the NPFMC.

There are other federal agencies who have increased Native participation in co-management. The Federal

Subsistence Program is a multi-agency effort made up of five federal agencies that emphasize cooperation

and consensus building with rural Alaskans with regard to subsistence issues. As part of this effort, 10

Regional Advisory Councils have been created to review policies and management measures and provide

recommendations and information to the Federal Subsistence Board. Each Regional Council has 10 or 13

members and meets at least twice each year. Regional Councils may develop and review proposals regarding

subsistence use. Public meetings are also held by the Regional Councils to involve local people in establishing

regulations. An Annual Report must be prepared by each Regional Council every year containing

recommendations to the Federal Subsistence Board on subsistence regulations and management policies.

5.1.4 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

Under the Alternative 3 policy framework as illustrated by FMPs 3.1 and 3.2, community outreach and

government-to-government representation, consultation requirements, and increased participation, would

include efforts to promote increased personal contact with Alaska Natives. This may include more

teleconferences and scheduled meetings with Alaska Natives as well as an increased effort to include a wider

array of Native groups. Under this Alternative scoping, comment analysis and response, and public review

and comment on the NEPA documents would not change. 

5.2 Traditional Knowledge

The Alternative 3 policy is similar to the Alternative 1 policy, but would increase incorporation of Traditional

Knowledge into fisheries management and NEPA compliance.  Under the FMP 3.1, formal procedures will

be developed and implemented to incorporate Traditional Knowledge into fishery management.  The FMP

3.2 requires incorporation of Traditional Knowledge through additional research such as key informant
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interviews. Implementation of this type of FMP would require working with Alaska Native organizations to

develop research programs and protocols, and would need to be coordinated with community outreach and

government-to-government consultation efforts.

Increasing the level of co-management provides an avenue to incorporate more Alaska Natives in fisheries

research. Exploration of various methods such as making available a research database of published

Traditional Knowledge for incorporation into NMFS documents and implementing guidelines to obligate

decisionmakers to address issues could be incorporated. This research would be defined as field research on

specific topics of importance as intended under the Alternative 3 management policy.  Again, using the

Regional Advisory Councils established for subsistence management under Alaska Native Interest Lands

Conservation Act would offer ways of including more traditional knowledge, skills, and fisheries practices

into the Alaska groundfish fisheries. Regional Advisory Councils could provide recommendations to the

NPFMC on research priorities. Advisory Councils could also appoint small research groups throughout the

state to help gather data on water quality, marine mammals, seabirds, fish, and general ecology. These widely

distributed research groups would supplement federal and state research efforts and increase the amount of

information on the North Pacific ecosystem as well as very localized areas where data may be lacking.  

5.3 Alaska Native Participation in Regional Fisheries by Regional Setting

5.3.1 Com munity Development Quota Regional Issues

It is unclear to what extent increased rationalization would result in increased CDQ allocation. Assuming that

additional fisheries are rationalized and CDQ allocation increased, there would be beneficial effects on CDQ

groups.

5.3.2 Non-Community Development Quota Regional Issues

As noted in the Overcapacity qualitative analysis paper, the harvesting and processing sectors of the fishing

industry in Alaska and elsewhere are labor-intensive and often located in relatively isolated communities.

King Cove and Sand Point, two communities with Alaska Native populations, are examples of such

communities.  Based on experience with earlier rationalization programs, IFQs in groundfish fisheries could

lead to a reduction in the number of vessels in the harvest sector and a decline in overall employment.

Similarly, some processing consolidation may be expected to occur, but the extent to which this is likely to

impact King Cove and Sand Point is difficult to assess, given the changes that occurred in the recent past

under American Fisheries Act conditions.  In general, rationalization effects under the Alternative 3 policy

can be expected to disrupt the local economies of King Cove and Sand Point to some degree, especially

during the transition from open access to an IFQ program, but the magnitude of this disruption remains to be

assessed.

Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community Issues/Direct Participation

Under the Alternative 3 policy illustrated by FMPs 3.1 and 3.2, consolidation of sectors could lead to

community level impacts in the Alaska Native communities of King Cove and Sand Point.  As noted earlier,

the degree to which consolidation takes place is a function of both individual enterprise decision-making (e.g.

the efficient operation of a multi-species plant in an isolated community may require groundfish inputs where

otherwise consolidation away from a community would make economic sense) and direct restrictions of

movement (community protection clauses) or consolidation caps to prevent such movement. 
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5.4 Subsistence Issues

5.4.1 Groundfish Subsistence

Alternative 3 is not anticipated to have any demonstrable direct impact on groundfish subsistence.  This is

primarily due to relatively low groundfish subsistence dependency, the assumption that groundfish stocks

would not be overfished, and the lack of restrictions on groundfish subsistence under this alternative.

5.4.2 Steller Sea Lion Subsistence

Given the lack of availability of information, it is not possible to measure or predict effects of Alternative 3

on subsistence in order to determine whether or not such theoretically positive effects would be significant

as a result of decreased commercial harvests.  Logically, management policies that reduce commercial

groundfish harvest the most could have the most potential benefit for the subsistence use of Steller sea lions,

but operationally such differences will likely be slight.  In general, somewhat positive effects could result if

reductions in groundfish harvest lead to increased sea lion populations, and if higher sea lion populations

result in benefits to subsistence users of sea lions. Such benefits could include higher harvest levels and lower

harvest costs for sea lions; the degree to which subsistence reliance on Steller sea lions could be affected by

the proposed alternatives cannot be quantified given the lack of data, but it is not likely to be great. 

5.4.3 Salmon Subsistence and Bycatch Related Issues

Under the Alternative 3 policy, PSC limits in the BSAI would be lowered to the extent practical from 0-10

percent (FMP 3.1) to 10-30 percent (FMP 3.2).  Any benefit conferred by lower bycatch would eventually

allow for higher harvests in the State's commercial, subsistence, and recreational fisheries. Because salmon

stocks in Alaska are rigorously managed by ADF&G and are generally considered healthy, with the exception

of some western stocks, any additional protection afforded salm on populations under Alternative 3 would,

therefore, have no long-term effect on stock status.  The possible exceptions are at-risk western stocks of

chinook salmon that may be taken as bycatch in the BSAI (see Alternative 1 discussion 3.5.3).  It would be

difficult to quantitatively determine if increased protection offered under Alternative 3 would be sufficient

to protect these stocks from further depletion. Qualitatively, reduced PSC limits ranging from 0-10 percent

(FMP 3.1) to 10-30 percent (FMP 3.2) should offer proportionate protection to at-risk chinook salmon stocks.

In general, however, this alternative would result in neutral or positive effects with respect to Alaska Native

subsistence use of these stocks.

5.4.4 Other Indirect Subsistence Impacts

Joint Production Subsistence Impacts

Rights-based fishing efforts under Alternative 3 would increase the opportunity for joint production

opportunities for those continuing to participate in the fishery, but anticipated consolidation of the fleet may

offset this potential gain.

Income-Related Subsistence Impacts

Income to commercial fishermen may be expected to rise under Alternative 3, but this may be offset by an

overall reduction in the number of participants in the fishery as consolidation occurs.  As noted in the
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Alternative 1 discussion, it would not appear to be possible to quantify subsistence-income-related impacts

from changes anticipated under this alternative.

5.5 Alaska Native Environmental Justice Issues

5.5.1 Community Development Quota as Low-Income and Minority Population

It is unclear to what extent increased rationalization under Alternative 3 would result in an increased CDQ

allocation. Assuming that additional fisheries are rationalized and CDQ allocation increased, there would be

beneficial effects on CDQ groups.

5.5.2 Non-Community Development Quota Alaska Native Environm ental Justice Issues

Groundfish Communities

Community Level

Under Alternative 3, the type of community level impacts as noted for King Cove and Sand Point would be

Environmental Justice impacts, and the ripple effects within the AEB could also result in Environmental

Justice impacts in other AEB communities, as described under Alternative 1. If Kodiak’s participation in the

groundfish fishery is reduced under Alternative 3, the alternative would have significant socioeconomic

effects upon the region, and especially the community of Kodiak, given the local engagement in and

dependency on the groundfish fishery. The City of Kodiak’s population is a non-majority plurality, and the

Alaska Native population component is relatively small (less than 11 percent). It is not considered likely that

these would be Environmental Justice impacts, at least on the community level. 

For the Southcentral and Southeast Alaska regions, the Washington inland waters region, and the Oregon

coast region, none of the alternatives is anticipated to result in adverse impacts at the community level.

Therefore, Alternative 3 is not considered likely to cause Environmental Justice concerns in these regions for

any low-income minority population, including Alaska Natives. 

Sub-Community Level

The only sector within the fishery subject to potential impacts under this alternative that would involve

Alaska Native Environmental Justice issues is the harvest fleet.  Presumably, vessel owners would be

compensated for lack of continued participation under different consolidation scenarios, but skipper and crew

job losses could cause disproportionate effects on Alaska Native populations in some communities.  Although

crew demographic information is sparse, it is assumed that King Cove and Sand Point would be among the

set of potential communities involved.

Non-Groundfish Communities

No negative impacts are anticipated for these communities, described in Section 5.5.3, and therefore there

are no Environmental Justice implications for this region under the Alternative 3 policy.
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6.0 Alternative 4: Adopt a Highly Precautionary Management Policy

6.1 Alaska Natives and the Magnuson-Stevens Act

6.1.1 Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the Advisory

Panel

The Alternative 4 policy framework, a highly precautionary approach to fisheries management, would

increase Native involvement in the NPFM C and the AP. One way to ensure Native participation in these

groups would be to amend the MSA to guarantee two positions for Alaska Natives in both the NPFMC and

the AP.  Native representation is currently part of the MSA for the Pacific Council, which has authority over

Washington, Oregon, California, and Idaho. Although this has always been the traditional practice of the

NPFMC, making it a written part of the MSA would not only give Alaska Natives a sense of their importance

in fisheries management but such action would increase the ratio of Native representation in the decision-

making process.

6.1.2 Public Involvement

The Alternative 4 policy as illustrated by the FMPs 4.1 and 4.2 would increase the opportunity for public

involvement and public comment through ways suggested under the Alternative 3 policy. This may include

enlisting the Regional Advisory Councils established under ANILCA to solicit Native community input.

Additional efforts would encourage subsistence users to provide more input on fisheries management and

their concerns on the relationship of management policies with subsistence management. Under this policy,

the NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries may increase the level of cooperation with the Federal Subsistence Board

and ADF&G to broaden their outreach on fisheries management.

Under the Alternative 4 FMP bookends, scoping, public review and comment on the NEPA documents, and

comment analysis and response would not change. However, community outreach may need to develop and

incorporate procedures whereby traditional knowledge is obtained during community outreach efforts.

Community outreach should include increased consultation efforts to encourage participation and to address

the needs of subsistence users through increased participation.

6.1.3 Co-Management

Under the Alternative 4 policy, the NPFMC, NOAA Fisheries, and Native communities would seek to enter

into a collaborative management agreement in which Natives are given an increased level of authority greater

than currently exists under the updated Alternative 1 policy. A series of Management Boards could be created

throughout the region under this effort. Not only would the NPFMC seek Native input on FMPs and

amendments from these Native Management Boards, but also such groups could come up with action plans

for particular issues. These plans may help address issues such as localized depletion and provide a means

of incorporating traditional knowledge into fisheries management.  A Fisheries Joint Management Committee

was established in Canada as part of the Inuvialuit Final Agreement of 1984. Joint management by this

Committee is accomplished through a 50 percent Native representation. This type of consensus-based, non-

adversarial method of management has proved successful according to industry and academic perspectives

(Campbell 1996).
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6.1.4 Government-to-Government Consultation Requirements

Under the Alternative 4 policy framework and as illustrated by FMP bookends 4.1 and 4.2, government-to

government representation, consultation requirements, and participation would likely increase as a result of

additional Alaska Native involvement and community outreach.

6.2 Traditional Knowledge

The Alternative 4 policy includes the Traditional Knowledge elements of the Alternative 3 policy, and would

initiate cooperative programs for research and monitoring based on Traditional Knowledge. FM P 4.1 would

require that fishery managers initiate cooperative research programs for data gathering and monitoring in

order to enhance the use of Traditional Knowledge in fishery management.  As with Alternative 3, this

alternative would require working with Alaska Native organizations to develop research and monitoring

programs and protocols, and would need to be coordinated with community outreach and government-to-

government consultation efforts. This outreach may include subsistence user groups such as the United

Fishing Association.

Native Management Boards established under this management policy could develop research plans outlining

goals and objectives for the NPFMC. This Native perspective would increase the use of Traditional

Knowledge in fisheries research, giving it more emphasis in the scientific community. This approach may

also provide fisheries scientists with access to a broader, historical understanding of the ecosystem. Not only

could Natives participate in collecting important scientific data, as suggested under the Alternative 3 policy,

but they could create an endowment for local high school students who are thinking of going into fisheries

management. The endowment could provide funding for perhaps two to four students a year to assist the

Native Management Boards in collecting Traditional Knowledge and subsistence use in their communities.

The Native Management Boards could then provide this information to the NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries to

augment their understanding of the fisheries to include in their database.

6.3 Alaska Native Participation in Regional Fisheries by Regional Setting

6.3.1 Com munity Development Quota  Regional Issues

Under the Alternative 4 policy commercial fishing reductions or elimination would result in significant

negative impacts to the CDQ region.  As noted in the discussion of the Alternative 1 policy and its effects,

this region derives substantial benefit from this program, groundfish plays a dominant role in generating

income within this program, and alternative opportunities for income and revenue are generally limited in

this region. 

6.3.2 Non-Community Development Quota  Regional Issues

Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community Issues/Direct Participation

Impacts to communities directly participating in the groundfish fishery would be significant under the

Alternative 4 policy.  While this would encompass many Alaska coastal communities, the Alaska Native

communities that would be hardest hit would be King Cove and Sand Point.  These communities each have

a local harvest fleet, a significant shore processing presence, and a number of support service businesses that
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would all experience substantial economic losses under this alternative.  Further, municipal and borough

revenue losses would be felt in these and other AEB communities.

Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community Issues/no Direct Participation

Issues in this region are largely tied to salmon subsistence fishing, and these are summarized in Section 6.5.3.

6.4 Subsistence Issues 

6.4.1 Groundfish Subsistence

The Alternative 4 policy as illustrated by FMP bookends 4.1 and 4.2 is not anticipated to have any

demonstrable direct impact on groundfish subsistence.  This is primarily due to relatively low groundfish

subsistence dependency and the assumption that groundfish stocks would not be overfished. Although FMP

bookend 4.2 has the potential to restrict subsistence harvest until information demonstrates that it has no

significant impact on the environment, the level of groundfish subsistence harvest is so minimal it is assumed

that subsistence fishing in the Exclusive Economic Zone would not be permanently restricted under the FMP

bookend. It is also assumed that most subsistence groundfish fishing takes place in nearshore waters

minimizing whatever potential impacts, however slight, that would result from this alternative policy.

Lowering or virtually eliminating commercial fishing effort under this alternative would theoretically make

more groundfish available for subsistence use, but there is no indication of current unmet demands that would

be accommodated under Alternative 4 conditions.

6.4.2 Steller Sea Lion Subsistence

Potential impacts noted under the Alternative 3 policy would apply to the Alternative 4 policy.

6.4.3 Salmon Subsistence and Bycatch Related Issues

Under the Alternative 4 policy, PSC limits in the BSAI would be lowered to the extent practical to 30-50

percent (FMP 4.1) or to PSC = 0, the closure of the fishery (FMP 4.2). In the GOA, PSC limits would be

established at 25,000 fish for chinook and 20,500 fish for other salmon (FMP 4.1) and would remain in effect

until complete closure of the fishery (FMP 4.2). As noted under Alternative 3, however, because salmon

stocks in Alaska are rigorously managed by ADF&G and are generally considered healthy (with the possible

exception of some western stocks), any benefit conferred by lower bycatch would eventually be offset by

higher harvests in the State’s commercial, subsistence, and recreational fisheries. The possible exceptions are

at-risk western stocks of chinook salmon that may be taken as bycatch in the BSAI. As noted in the

Alternative 1 discussion, there is insufficient information to determine if these at-risk stocks are being

seriously impacted by bycatch in the BSAI under the existing conditions. In general, however, Alternative

4 would have neutral or positive effects on Alaska Native salmon subsistence uses.

6.4.4 General Ecosystem Concerns About Volume of Fishery Removals

The Alternative 4 policy would address concerns expressed by Alaska Natives about the volume of fishery

removals and general ecosystem health as it is a highly precautionary approach to fisheries management. 
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6.4.5 Other Indirect Subsistence Impacts

Joint Production Subsistence Impacts

The drastic reduction of fishing effort under Alternative 4 would sharply reduce, if not eliminate, the joint

production subsistence opportunities until more information was obtained about the frequency and intensity

of fishing impacts on the environment, potentially re-opening the fishery.  These impacts would effect all

communities where there are Native-owned vessels participating in the fishery.

Income Related Subsistence Impacts

Loss of income under Alternative 4 would be significant, but forecasting this to engagement in subsistence

pursuits is problematic, as discussed under Alternative 1.  In general, however, it can be anticipated that these

types of impacts would be felt in many rural Alaska communities.

6.5 Alaska Native Environmental Justice Issues

6.5.1 Community Development Quota as Low-Income and Minority Population

Significant adverse impacts to CDQ regions are anticipated under the Alternative 4 policy and would

constitute Environmental Justice impacts.

6.5.2 Non-Community Development Quota Alaska Native Environm ental Justice Issues

Groundfish Communities

Community Level

Direct adverse community level impacts to Alaska Native communities can be expected for King Cove and

Sand Point, as well as smaller Alaska Native communities in  the Aleutian East Borough.  These would, in

turn, be considered Environmental Justice impacts.  Akutan and Unalaska, communities with more or less

distinct Alaska Native population components, would experience significant impacts as well. If Kodiak

participation in the groundfish fishery is reduced under Alternative 4, it would have significant

socioeconomic effects upon the region, and especially the community of Kodiak, given the local engagement

in and dependency on the groundfish fishery. The City of Kodiak’s population is a non-majority plurality,

and the Alaska Native population component is relatively small (less than 11 percent). It is not considered

likely, therefore, that these would be Environmental Justice impacts, at least on the community level. 

For the Southcentral and Southeast Alaska regions, the Washington inland waters region, and the Oregon

coast region, none of the alternatives is anticipated to result in adverse impacts at the community level.

Therefore, Alternative 4 is not considered likely to cause Environmental Justice concerns in these regions for

any low-income minority population, including Alaska Natives. 
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Sub-Community Level

Displacement of all fishery sectors could occur under this alternative.  This would be considered an Alaska

Native Environmental Justice issue, specifically for the harvest vessel sector, for reasons presented in the

Alternative 1 discussion. 

Non-Groundfish Communities

Impacts to these communities would largely be driven by salmon subsistence issues as described above.

7.0 Summary Comparison of All Alternatives

The following summarizes the effects of each policy alternative with regard to Alaska Native issues and the

Alaska groundfish fisheries, as determined by analyses of each alternative’s associated FMP framework

presented in this paper.  Table 8 shows a summary of the effects of the FMPs on Alaska Native issues.

Alternative 1: Under this policy alternative, the NPFMC would continue to manage the groundfish fisheries

based upon the present conservative and risk-averse policy. This policy approach would

continue Alaska Native involvement by maintaining Native representation on the NPFMC

and the AP and by incorporating Traditional Knowledge presented in existing literature in

fisheries management. Alaska Native participation in accordance with MSA and NEPA

would continue under this alternative. CDQ participation would also remain the same as

under existing conditions. The nature of engagement with the fishery would not change,

meaning that no significant changes to CDQ communities would be likely to occur, at least

through the mechanism of the CDQ program itself. Subsistence fishing and Steller sea lion

harvest is not anticipated to be adversely affected by the Alternative 1 policy, though Alaska

Natives have voiced concern over salmon bycatch from the groundfish fisheries. Under

Alternative 1, there would be minimal impacts from the loss of income from the groundfish

fisheries, that may indirectly impact subsistence pursuits in many communities, including

CDQ communities. No Environmental Justice impacts are anticipated under the Alternative

1 policy, with the potential exception of salmon bycatch, where effects are not known.

Alternative 2: A more aggressive harvest policy would be implemented based upon the concept that the

present policy is overly conservative and that higher harvests could be taken without threat

of overfishing the target groundfish stocks. Although no impacts are anticipated for non-

CDQ communities, the CDQ program for all species except crab and pollock would be

repealed. Therefore, CDQ communities with investments in these fisheries would be

significantly impacted. No groundfish subsistence impacts are anticipated under this policy

alternative; however, the elimination of PSC limits would increase the proportion of salmon

bycatch. This could potentially result in impacts to Alaska Native communities with

substantial dependency on salmon subsistence. Reductions in the CDQ program and

potential effects on salmon subsistence would result in Environmental Justice impacts under

Alternative 2.  

Alternative 3: This policy would seek to accelerate the existing precautionary management measures

through community or rights-based management, ecosystem-based management principles

and, where appropriate and practicable, increase habitat protection and impose additional
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bycatch constraints. Under this approach, additional conservation management measures

would be taken as necessary to respond to social, economic or conservation needs and to

address uncertainty in management information. Elements of this policy alternative that

pertain to Alaska Natives include developing and implementing procedures to incorporate

traditional knowledge into fisheries management through additional research. Consultation

with and representation of Alaska Natives in fisheries management would increase under this

policy and additional opportunities for co-management of the fisheries would be provided.

Alaska Native participation in accordance with NEPA would continue under this alternative.

Increased rationalization of fisheries could benefit CDQ groups. No impacts to subsistence

are anticipated under Alternative 3 other than the potential for reduced salmon bycatch.

Potential Environmental Justice impacts on non-CDQ  Alaska Native communities that

harvest groundfish commercially may result from this alternative. However, communities

that do not harvest groundfish commercially will likely not be impacted. 

Alternative 4: This policy would require that the user of the resource demonstrate that the intended use

would not have a detrimental effect on the environment before significant fishing could be

allowed. It would involve a strict interpretation of the precautionary principle. The overall

premise is that fishing does produce adverse impacts on the environment, but due to a lack

of information and uncertainty, little is known  about these impacts. With regards to Alaska

Native issues, this policy alternative would require the initiation of cooperative research

programs for data gathering and monitoring in order to enhance use of Traditional

Knowledge in fishery management. Alaska Native participation in accordance with MSA

and NEPA would continue under all alternatives.  Consultation with Alaska Natives would

increase and participation of subsistence users (Native and non-native) in fisheries

management would be strongly encouraged. Traditional Native subsistence uses of fish and

wildlife within protected areas would be permitted under FMP bookend 4.1. Reductions in

or elimination of commercial fishing under FMP bookend 4.2, however, would result in

significant adverse impacts to the CDQ region as well as those vessels owned by Natives that

participate in the fishery. This may result in Environmental Justice impacts to these

communities. Under FMP bookend 4.2, no fishing, including subsistence, would be

permitted in the Exclusive Economic Zone without a determination that subsistence fishing

is having no significantly adverse effect on the environment. This strategy could greatly

affect subsistence use until more information determined otherwise. 

Groundfish management alternatives that involve substantial CDQ reductions will result in disproportionate

high and adverse impacts to the predominately Alaska Native CDQ region communities.  As noted in above,

Alaska Native population component represents 87 percent of the total population of the communities of this

region.  Further, as recognized by the very initiation of the CDQ program, the region is economically

underdeveloped and employment and income alternatives are few.  CDQ impacts would be felt in a number

of different ways, including employment, income, revenues, royalties, and return on fishery investments.  
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Table 8. Sum mary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and FM P bookends on Alaska Natives

EFFECT

INDICATOR

Alterna tive 1 .0 Alterna tive 2 .0 Alterna tive 3 .0 Alterna tive 4 .0

FM P 1 .0 FM P 2 .1 FM P 2 .2 FMP 3.1 FM P 3 .2 FM P 4 .1 FM P 4 .2

Subsistence

Steller Sea Lion NO EFFECT 

To the extent that

Alternative 1 does not

effect Steller sea lions

population levels and

ind irec tly res trict ava ilab ility 

for subsistence  purposes , it

will have no direct adverse

effects upon subsistence

uses of Steller sea lions.

POSSIBLE ADVERSE 

EFFECT

An increase in TAC

increases competition for

prey with Steller sea lion

and co uld h ave  a poss ible

adverse effect on sea lion

popu lations, and co uld

affect the availabili ty for

subs istence harvest.

demonstrable impact on

Steller sea lion

subsistence.

NO EFFECT 

Similar to Alternative 1,

Steller sea lions population

levels are not affected by

fishing for groundfish, and

FMP  2.2 will have no direct

adverse effects upon

subsistence uses of Stel ler

sea lions.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

Management policies that reduce TAC and

bycatch levels  potential ly benefit the

availabil ity of Stel ler Sea Lions for

subsistence purposes. The relative

contribution of effects of fishing on Stel ler

sea lion abundance compared to other

natural environmental factors is considered

sm all.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

Management policies that reduce TAC and

bycatch levels  potential ly benefit the

availabil ity of Stel ler sea l ions for

subsistence purposes. FMP . The relative

contribution of effects of fishing on Stel ler

sea lion abundance compared to other

na tural e nviro nm ental fac tors is

con side red  small.

Salmon Bycatch NO EFFECT 

The amount of salmon

bycatch and  contrib ution to

poten tial effects on we stern

Alaska  stocks wou ld

appear relatively low,

although Alaska Natives

have voiced concern over

salmon bycatch from the

groundfish fisheries.

POSSIBLE ADVERSE

EFFECT 

Elimination of PSC

restrict ions in the BSAI

managem ent regio n is

likely to adversely affect

popula tions  of  some

eliminate western Alaska

salm on stocks and their

availability for subsistence

harvest by Alaska Native

comm unities, which

heavily rely on these

resources.

NO EFFECT 

The amount of salmon

bycatch and  contrib ution to

poten tial effects on we stern

Alaska  stocks wou ld

appear relatively low,

although Alaska Natives

have voiced concern over

salmon bycatch from the

groundfish fisheries.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

Alternative 3 would be su fficient to protect

these stocks from further depletion.

Qualitatively, reduced PSC l imits ranging

from 0-10 percent (FMP 3.1) to 10-30

percent (FMP 3 .2) should  offer p rop ortio na te

protection to at-risk chinook salmon stocks.

In ge neral, ho wever, th is alte rna tive wou ld

result in  neutra l or p os itive  effec ts w ith

respect to Alaska Native subsistence use of

these stocks.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT

PSC limits in the BSAI would be lowered

to the extent practical to 30-50 percent

(FMP 4.1) or to PSC = 0, the closure of the

fishery (F MP 4 .2). In  the  GO A, P SC  lim its

would be established at 25,000 f ish for

chinook and 20,500 f ish for other salmon

(FM P 4 .1) an d wou ld remain in  effect un til

com plete closure  of the fish ery (FM P 4.2 ).

Th is wou ld have neu tral o r po sitive  effec ts

on Alaska N ative salmon subsistence

uses.
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Subsiste nce (C ont.)

General Ecosystem

Health

POSSIBLE ADVERSE

EFFECT 

Concerns have been

expressed by Alaska

Natives on the effects of

commercial fishing and

associated bycatch

discards on the health of

the marine ecosys tem,

particu larly w ith re gard to

discards attracting fish and

wildl ife, and causing

disease in animals that eat

discards.

POSSIBLE ADVERSE EFFECT 

A m ore  aggre ssiv e harvest stra tegy under FM P 2 .1 w ith

reductions in   byca tch lim its  under this a lterna tive wou ld

l ikely increase  Alaska Native concerns regarding the

ecosystem.  Effec ts under FMP 2 .2 wou ld be s imilar to

FMP 1.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT

The A ltern ative 3  po licy fra mework  seeks to

acce lerate the  existing p recautiona ry

management approach through incorporation

of ecosystem-based management principles

and, where appropriate and practicable,

increase habitat protection and impose

add itional byca tch constraint and the refore

req uire s a  more  pre cautiona ry ap pro ach to

fisherie s m anagem ent.

BENEFICIAL EFFECT

The Alternative 4 policy would address

concerns expressed by Alaska Natives

about the volume of f ishery removals and

general ecosystem  health a s it is a h ighly

precautionary approach to fisheries

managem ent. 

Joint Production NO EFFECT 

FMP 1 does not increase or

decrease opportunit ies for

Joint Production.

POSSIB LE B ENEFICIAL

EFFECT 

More  intense fishing e fforts

under the Alternative 2

policy may increase the

opportunity for joint

production opportunities

for  those continuing to

pa rticipate  in the fishe ry,

bu t whe ther o r no t this

impact would provide a

sign ifican t ben efit is  not

clear from available data.

NO EFFECT 

FMP  2.2 does not increase

or decrease opportunities

for Joint Production.

NO EFFECT 

Rights-based fishing efforts under Alternative

3 increase the opportunity for Joint

Production opportunities for those continuing

to part icipate in the fishery, but anticipated

con solidation  of the  flee t ma y offse t this

potential gain.

ADVERSE EFFECT

The  drastic reduc tion of fish ing e ffort

under Alternative 4 would sharply reduce,

if not eliminate, the Joint Production

subsistence op portun ities until mo re

information was obtained about the

frequency and  intens ity of f ish ing  impacts

on the environment, potential ly re-opening

the fishery.  These im pacts wou ld ef fect a ll

com mu nities wh ere the re are

Native-owned vessels participating in the

fishery.
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Alaska Native Participation in Comm ercial Fisheries

CDQ Fisheries NO EFFECT 

CD Q participation  would

remain the same.

POSSIBLE ADVERSE

EFFECT 

CDQ for species except for

pollock and crab wil l be

repea led. This w ou ld

clearly be a signif icant

negative impact to Alaska

Native communities in the

CDQ region. At least under

FMP 2.1 the TAC of

pollock would increase so

that the value of the

pollock CDQ  may also

increase and provide some

compensation.  

NO EFFECT 

Under  FMP 2.2, CDQ

would not change from

Alternative 1.

BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

I t is unclear to what extent that increased

rationalization would resu lt in  increased CDQ

allocation. Assuming that additional f isheries

are rationalized and CDQ allocation

increa sed, there  would  be  bene ficia l effec ts

on CD Q groups.

ADVERSE EFFECT

Comm ercial fishing reductions or

el imination would result in signif icant

negative impacts to the CDQ region.

Non-CDQ Fisheries NO EFFECT 

Alaska Natives who own or

crew  on catcher vessels

outside of the CDQ region

participate directly in the

gro undfish fishe ries . 

Op portunities for  their

participation do not

increase or decrease under

Alternative 1.

NO EFFECT 

No community, sub-community level, western and

interior Alaska Native comm unities impacts.

NO EFFECT

Op portunities for  their

participation do no

increase or decrease.

POSSIBLE

ADVERSE EFFECT 

In ge neral,

ratio na lizatio n e ffects

under the Alternative

3 policy can be

exp ected  to

adversely effect

Alaska Native

commun ities  to

some degree,

especial ly during the

transit ion from open

access to an IFQ

prog ram , however,

the m agnitud e o f this

dis rup tion  rem ains to

be assessed.

ADVERSE EFFECT

Imp acts  to communities d irectly

participa ting in the  groundfish  fishery

would b e significa nt.  W hile th is wo uld

encompass many Alaska coastal

comm unities, the Alaska Native

com munities tha t wou ld be  hardest hit

would  be  Kin g C ove and  Sand  Po int. 

These communities each have a local

harvest fleet, a s ignifican t shore

processing presence, and have a number

of su pport se rvice  busine sses tha t wou ld

all exp erience  sub stan tial econom ic

losses.  Further, municipal and borough

revenue losses would be felt in these and

other AEB com mun ities.
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Alaska Native Participation in Fishery Management

Native

Representation 

POSSIBLE ADVERSE

EFFECT

Alaska  Na tives  curre ntly

have some representation

on the AP and NPFMC, the

lim ited  number pre sents

som e d ifficulty in

represe nting  potentia lly

compe ting  inte res ts

between CDQ’s, non-CDQ

Native f ishermen, and

subsistence users.

POSSIBLE ADVERSE EFFECT

Alaska Natives currently have some representation on

the AP and NPFMC, the lim ited number p resents  some

diff icu lty in re pre senting potentia lly compe ting  inte res ts

between CDQ’s, non-CDQ Native f ishermen, and

subsistence users.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT

Native representation on the NPFMC and the

AP und er the A lternative 3  policy fram ewo rk

would increase Native part icipation in the

fishe ries m anagem ent. FMP 3 .2 could

provide the mechanism to incorporate an

Alaska Native seat on the Council and a

voluntary position for non-CDQ Natives in the

AP to represent other stakeholders.

BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

Alterna tive 4  po licy fram ework w ou ld

increase Native involvement in the

NPFM C and  the AP and p rocess.

Co-Management NO EFFECT 

Co-management

sug gestions are  curre ntly

provided through

solic itation  of pub lic

comments and through

Alaska Native

representation on the AP

and N PFMC. 

NO EFFECT 

The level of co-manag eme nt under Alternative 2 policy

would  no t like ly change  from Alte rna tive  1. 

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

Co-management under the Alternative 3

po licy would in crea se N ative  participa tion in

fishe ries m anagem ent, and  indire ctly

opportun ities  for  co-managem ent.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

NPFM C, NOA A Fisheries, and Native

communities would seek to enter into a

collaborative  ma nagement agre em ent in

which Natives were given an increased

level of authority (objective is in terms of

TK and research/monitoring) efforts than

currently exists under the updated

Alte rna tive  1 policy.

Consultation and

Coordina tion w ith

Indian Tribal

Government

NO EFFECT 

NO AA  Fisheries will

continue  to consu lt with

Ala ska  triba l governm en ts

through the NPFMC and

the MSA/NEPA decision

making process.

NO EFFECT

The level of consultation and coordination under

Alternative 2 policy would likely not change from

Alte rna tive  1. 

POTENTIAL BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

Scoping, comment analysis and response,

and public review and comment during the

NE PA  pro cess w ou ld con tinue. C om mun ity

outreach and government -to-government

representation, consultation requirements,

and increased effort to include a wider array

of Native groups would increase.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT 

Government-to-government

representation, consultation requirements,

and participation, would l ikely increase as

a result of additional Alaska Native

involvement and community outreach.
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Alas ka  Na tive P articipation in  Fishery Managem ent (Cont.)

Public Involvement NO EFFECT 

Current opportunities

ava ilable  for the pub lic

comment on proposed and

existing fishery

managem ent plans, EIS

documents regulations, and

agenda items during

NPFMC m eetings, provide

man y avenues for Alaska

Natives to provide input

regarding groundfish

fishery m anagem ent. 

NO EFFECT 

Public involvem ent und er the  Altern ative  2 policy wou ld

remain the same as described under the Alternative 1

po licy, as it is a  fed era l req uire men t.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT

W hile d irect m ech an isms for  public

involvem en t would  no t changes, e fforts to

incre ase  Na tive co nsu ltation  would resu lt in

additiona l public  involvem en t bene fits

BENEFICIAL EFFECTS 

The opportunity for public involvement and

public comment would increase in the

NPFMC process. Scoping, public review

and comment,  and comment analysis and

response in the NEPA process would not

change.

Environmental Justice

CDQ Region as

Low-Income and

Minority Population

and Environmental

Justice Related

Impacts

NO EFFECT 

No sign if icant adverse CDQ

allocation-related

Environmen tal Justice

impacts o r impacts

associated with income or

joint prod uction  loss a re

anticipated.

ADVERSE EFFECT

Elimination of  CDQ

allocation s un der this

altern ative  would resu lt in

Environmen tal Justice

impacts.

NO EFFECT 

No significant adverse

CDQ allocation-related

Environmen tal Justice

impacts o r impacts

associated with income or

joint prod uction  loss a re

anticipated.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT

I t is unclear to what extent that increased

rationalization would resu lt in  increased CDQ

allocation. Assuming that additional f isheries

are rationalized and CDQ allocation

increa sed, there  would  be  bene ficia l effec ts

on  CD Q g rou ps. 

ADVERSE EFFECT

Signif icant adverse impacts  to  CDQ

reg ions  are an ticipa ted. This m ay res ult in

En vironm en tal Jus tice impacts to

comm unities.
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NON-CDQ Alaska Native Environmental Justice Issues

Groundfish

Comm unity Level

Environmental

Jus tice Im pac ts

NO EFFECT

No community or

sub-com mun ity impacts

specific to Alaska Na tive

com mu nities are

an ticipated. 

NO EFFECT

No  com munity or sub-co mmunity level im pacts sp ecific

to A laska Na tive  communities  are  an ticipated. 

POSSIBLE ADVERSE EFFECT

It is not considered likely to cause

Environmen tal Justice concerns in these

reg ions fo r an y low-incom e m ino rity

population, including Alaska Natives,

however the  ha rvest fleet is  subject to

potential impacts. Skipper and crew job

losses co uld  cause d isprop ortio na te e ffects

on A laska Native popula tions  in  some

com munities.  A lthou gh crew  demographic

information is sparse, i t is assumed that King

Cove and Sand Point would be among the

set of potential communit ies affected.

ADVERSE EFFECT

Direc t adverse  commun ity level im pacts to

Alaska Native communities can be

exp ected  for  Kin g C ove and  Sand  Po int,

as well as smaller Alaska Native

communities in the AEB.  Akutan and

Unalaska, com mun ities with more or less

distinct Alaska Native population

components would experience significant

impacts. D isplace me nt of all fishe ry

sectors cou ld occu r un der FM P 4 .2

spec ifica lly for  the  ha rvest ve sse l sector. 

Non-Groundfish

Comm unities

NO EFFECT 

The amount of salmon

bycatch and  contrib ution to

poten tial effects on we stern

Alaska  stocks wou ld

appear relatively low,

although Alaska Natives

have voiced concern over

salmon bycatch from the

groundfish fisheries.

POSSIBLE ADVERSE

EFFECT

Po ten tial adverse im pacts

of increased salmon

bycatch to western and

interior Alaska Native

com munities, these w ou ld

be considered

Environmen tal Justice

impacts. 

NO EFFECT 

The amount of salmon

bycatch and  contrib ution to

poten tial effects on we stern

Alaska  stocks wou ld

appear relatively low,

although Alaska Natives

have voiced concern over

salmon bycatch from the

groundfish fisheries.

NO EFFECT

No adverse impacts are anticipated for

non-groundfish com mun ities.

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL EFFECT

Imp acts  to these com munities wou ld

largely be driven by salmon subsistence

issues and reductions or elimination of

salmon bycatch.



Table 8 (continued). Sum mary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and FM P bookends on Alaska Natives

EFFECT

INDICATOR

Alterna tive 1 .0 Alterna tive 2 .0 Alterna tive 3 .0 Alterna tive 4 .0

FM P 1 .0 FM P 2 .1 FM P 2 .2 FMP 3.1 FM P 3 .2 FM P 4 .1 FM P 4 .2

APPENDIX F-9  –  QA  PAPER:  ALASKA NATIVE ISSUES SEPTEMBER 2003

F-9-53

Other Alaska Native Issues

Traditional

Knowledge

NO EFFECT 

NO AA  Fisheries is cu rren tly

using  existing literature

ava ilable . Under this

framework, Tradit ional

Knowledge is not collected

from third party sources or

key informan t interviews.

NO EFFECT 

Under the Alternative 2 policy there would be no change

from Alternative 1.

BENEFICIAL

EFFECT 

Under the FMP 3.1,

form al proce dures w ill

be developed and

implemen ted  to

incorporate Tradit ional

Kn ow ledge  into

fishery m anagem ent.

BENEFICIAL

EFFECT 

The FMP 3 .2

requires

incorporation of

Tradit ional

Knowledge through

additional research

such as key

info rman t inte rviews. 

BENEFICIAL

EFFECT 

Alterna tive 4  would

requ ire that fishe ry

managers  initia te

cooperative research

pro grams fo r da ta

gathering and

mon itorin g in  ord er to

enhance use of

Tradit ional Knowledge

in fishery

managem ent.
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